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<Legislative day of Tuesday, January 3, 1989) 

The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Righteousness exalteth a nation: but 

sin is a reproach to any people.-Prov
erbs 14:34. 

Omnipotent God, perfect in truth 
and justice, to whom all are ultimately 
accountable, let truth and justice pre
vail in this place, today and in the 
days to come. In the name of the in
carnate truth, Lord of righteousness. 
Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Under the order, the majority leader is 
recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Jour
nal of the proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 

today at 12 noon the Senate will turn 
to the consideration of the nomination 
of Dr. Louis Sullivan to be Secretary 
of Health and Human Services. The 
Senate will conduct a 15-minute roll
call vote on that nomination beginning 
at 1 p.m. 

Upon disposition of the Sullivan 
nomination, it had been my intention 
to proceed to the Tower nomination. I 
have just been advised that the nomi
nation of Admiral Watkins to be Sec
retary of Energy is now out of commit
tee and available for Senate consider
ation, if unanimous consent can be ob
tained, and that it appears likely that 
we will be able to achieve that consent 
with a 20-minute consideration of the 
Watkins nomination, followed by a 15-
minute rollcall vote. 

Therefore, it is my intention, follow
ing the consideration of the Sullivan 
nomination, to seek unanimous con
sent to proceed to the Watkins nomi
nation for 20 minutes of debate, equal
ly divided, to be followed by a 15-
minute rollcall vote. 

Mr. President, once the Senate has 
completed its business today, it is my 
intention to recess the Senate over 
until 9:15 a.m. on Thursday, March 2. 

On Thursday, a joint meeting of 
Congress will be held at 10 a.m. in the 
House Chamber to commemorate the 
200th anniversary of the first meeting 
of Congress. At 9:45 a.m., the Senate 
will proceed as a body to the House 
Chamber for the joint meeting. 

Mr. President, I inquire of the distin
guished Republican leader whether he 
has any objection to the schedule as I 
have indicated and, particularly, to 
proceeding to consideration of the 
Tower nomination, which, as he 
knows, I announced last week follow
ing consultation with him, and have 
since repeatedly stated was my inten
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I un
derstand, we will do the Sullivan nomi
nation and then the Watkins nomina
tion, and then it would be the majori
ty leader's hope to proceed to the 
Tower nomination. I can indicate to 
the majority leader that I will be 
meeting with some of my colleagues, 
hopefully, between 1 and 2 o'clock, 
and I would be in a position to indicate 
to him at that time whether we can 
proceed to the Tower nomination 
today or tomorrow. 

I think we probably can waive part 
of the 48-hour rule, and we may be 
able to waive it all, but I will be in a 
position to indicate that to the majori
ty leader, I hope, by 2 or 2:30. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Under the schedule 
outlined, we should complete action on 
Watkins close to 2, so it is probably 
best and appropriate that we def er 
consideration until about 2, and at 
that time, I hope to hear from the dis
tinguished leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I might also ask the ma
jority leader something we may want 
to discuss later on, that if we proceed 
to the Tower nomination, either today 
or tomorrow, will we be in session on 
Friday, and could there be votes on 
Friday and then Monday? That is 
something we can discuss later. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is fine. I will 
look forward to that. 

NOMINATION OF JOHN G. 
TOWER TO BE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 

when the Senate votes on the nomina
tion of John Tower to be Secretary of 
Defense, I will cast my vote against 
confirmation of the nomination. 

The threshold question each of us 
must answer is, What standard do we 
apply to nominations? The Constitu
tion specifies none. No law prescribes 
one. In the end, each of us is left to 
his or her own conscience and inter
pretation of history. 

In researching this question in con
nection with a prior nomination, I 
came across the following statement 
by the author G. Calvin MacKenzie in 
his book entitled "The Politics of Pres
idential Appointments." I offer it for 
consideration by all Senators: 

The most elementary of the purposes for 
which the confirmation process is used is 
that of examining and passing judgment on 
the character and competence of the Presi
dent's nominees. Evaluating nominees is 
not, however, a simple matter. For one 
thing, most of the individuals nominated by 
the President are intelligent and accom
plished members of the political, economic, 
or academic communities. 19 recent times, 
at least, most nominees would satisfy even 
the most stringent minimum qualifications 
for public service. And yet the question that 
must be asked by the Senate is not whether 
these are "good" men or "good" women, but 
whether a particular individual possesses 
the necessary and appropriate qualifications 
to serve in a particular position. The ques
tion of "fitness" thus has both a general 
and a specific component. Nominees are ex
pected to be persons of high integrity and 
proven ability, but they are also expected to 
have acquired the appropriate training, in
sight, and sensitivity for service in a specific 
government office. 

The task of nominee evaluation is further 
complicated by the fact that there is not 
now, nor has there ever been, any universal
ly accepted qualifying standard for public 
service, any consistent set of criteria for 
judging fitness. There are a few specific cri
teria that apply to particular positions, 
some statutory and some traditional. But 
the President is as aware of these as the 
members of the Senate and rarely fails to 
nominate someone who satisfies these well
recognized standards. The difficulty occurs 
in those hazy areas where the standards are 
not set in the concrete of tradition or law. 
When judgment must be passed on an indi
vidual's past performance, his personal and 
financial integrity, the level of his compe
tence, and his political acumen, then Sena
tors have to make decisions for which there 
are few exact precedents and even fewer 
useful guidelines. 

There is, therefore, much inconsistency in 
the manner in which Senate committees 
evaluate the personal qualifications of the 
nominees who come before them. The level 
of concern with a particular nomination and 
the criteria by which it is judged are very 
often affected by the mood of the moment. 
A criterion stringently applied one year may 
be all but forgotten the next. For those who 
like consistency and tidiness in governmen
tal processes, there is nothing quite so dis
maying as this ad hoc quality of confirma-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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tion decisions. In spite of this persistent in
consistency, however, the task of evaluating 
nominees is marked by several recurring 
themes. Most of the expressed concerns 
about the personal qualifications of nomi
nees fall into three broad areas: conflict of 
interest, character and intergrity, and pro
fessional competence or experience. 

That is the end of the quotation 
from Professor MacKenzie's book. 

Senator Tower has had a long career 
in public service, as a Senator from 
Texas, as head of the Commission 
which undertook the first outside 
review of the Iran-Contra affair, and 
as one of our chief arms negotiators in 
Geneva. Senator Tower has an exten
sive knowledge of defense programs 
and of the operations of our Nation's 
military forces. He possesses the expe
rience and many of the skills we seek 
in a Secretary of Defense. But creden
tials as a defense expert are not the 
sole basis on which to assess the nomi
nee. 

I have reviewed the record on this 
nomination carefully. I have examined 
the Armed Services Committee's 
records and reports. I have read the 
extensive FBI background report in its 
entirety. After this study, I am per
suaded that John Tower should not be 
confirmed as Secretary of Defense. 

This is not a decision I make easily 
or lightly. I believe that the President 
has broad authority to select the Cabi
net members of his choice. Acting on 
this principle, I have supported all 
previous Cabinet nominations of Presi
dent Bush. 

Under the Constitution the Presi
dent has the prerogative to nominate 
Cabinet members. That does not 
mean, however, that the Senate's role 
in the confirmation process is auto
matically to approve each Presidential 
nominee. The Senate must evaluate 
the nominee's behavior and standards 
as well as his ability to discharge prop
erly the duties of the office. Only 
after this careful assessment can each 
Senator make a final evaluation on 
whether the nominee should serve in 
one of the most responsible positions 
of our Government. 

The Committee on Armed Services 
has conducted an exhaustive review of 
this nominee's background and record. 
Chairman SAM NUNN and the other 
members of the committee studied the 
evidence in great detail. The commit
tee and Chairman NUNN insisted that 
facts be the basis for the committee's 
report and actions with respect to this 
nomination. The results of the com
mittee's efforts are available for all 
Senators to examine, and I urge them 
to do so. I commend Senator NUNN 
and Senator WARNER and other mem
bers of the committee for the responsi
ble job they have done. 

I especially commend Senator NUNN. 
He has handled a difficult and delicate 
matter with restraint and fairness. It 
is SAM NuNN's unique qualities of in
telligence, thoroughness, and thought-

fulness that have, with good reason, 
made him one of the most respected 
Members-if not the most respected 
Member-of the Senate. 

Now the Senate as a whole must 
decide this nomination. 

It has been said that those who 
oppose the Tower nomination are un
fairly imposing standards which have 
not been applied to Members of the 
Senate. But it is not moral perfection 
or the qualifications of Senators that 
are at issue here. It is the ability to 
serve effectively in a position of 
unique power and responsibility. It is, 
therefore, unfair to require that of 
someone who would be Secretary of 
Defense-directly in the chain of com
mand of the most powerful military 
force in human history. 

The Secretary of Defense will be re
quired in the next 4 years to lead the 
Department through difficult 
changes. Public confidence in the in
tegrity of the defense procurement 
and management system must be re
stored. Decisions must be made on pro
grams which will involve billions of 
dollars and which could have profound 
effects on the Federal budget and on 
the balance sheets of many defense 
contractors. 

Immediately after leaving the Gov
ernment as chief negotiator on strate
gic arms, Senator Tower formed close 
consulting relationships with numer
ous defense contractors. He earned a 
great deal of money in less than 3 
years advising these companies about 
the possible impact of Government de
cisions on their business. He received 
payment while it was widely assumed 
that he might be a nominee for Secre
tary of Defense. 

Senator Tower's decision to embark 
on such a course can at best be de
scribed as one of indifference to the 
potential conflicts or appearance of 
conflicts which such relationships 
could engender. The willingness to 
enter into business relationships of 
this type raises profound questions 
about the nominee's ability to sepa
rate private and public interests, or to 
remain objective when future deci
sions must be made. 

Defense News, a newspaper widely 
respected for its coverage of the Pen
tagon and defense issues, summarized 
these problems as follows: 

After 24 years in the Senate, Mr. Tower 
also understands the link between the pub
lic's perception and and its support for de
fense. His decision to become a defense con
sultant was an explicit statement about the 
path he had chosen for htmself. 

Defense News further argued: 
The principal task of the next defense sec

retary is to build public confidence that the 
Pentagon is being well managed and that 
defense dollars are being carefully spent. 
The defense secretary must be an independ
ent voice of force, authority and reason. 

There is ample reason to doubt whether 
Mr. Tower is the man for these times. 

Other newspapers knowledgeable 
about the defense business have raised 
similar objections. Navy Times notes 
that the Secretary of Defense should 
be of "upstanding character," and con
cludes that Senator Tower does not 
measure up. The Air Force Times has 
termed John Tower "not credible." 
Army Times characterized as "appall
ing" the "speed and greed with which 
Tower spun through the revolving 
door." 

That is a quotation. 
Each of these publications which 

specialize in defense coverage has 
called for Senator Tower to step aside. 

Public officials have a right to a pri
vate life. They do not have a right to 
engage publicly in behavior which 
could interfere with the discharge of . 
their public duties. A single lapse in 
judgment-or perhaps even a few
should not disqualify an individual 
from public service. But when the 
lapses in judgment form a pattern of 
many incidents spanning many years, 
and when there is insufficient evi
dence to demonstrate that the pattern 
has been broken, then there are rea
sonable grounds to question whether 
the individual possesses the qualities 
necessary for the uniquely demanding 
job of Secretary of Defense. In my 
view, these questions have not been 
satisfactorily resolved in this case. 

There is overwhelming evidence that 
Senator Tower at one time used alco
hol to excess. Indeed, after initial de
nials, both the nominee and the White 
House have reversed their positions 
and now acknowledge this fact. That 
being the case, it is reasonable and 
prudent to require convincing evidence 
that the excessive use has stopped and 
that it will not recur. Such evidence 
must consist of more than a pledge or 
a promise. It must be reflected in the 
individual's behavior. Again, the 
record in Senator Tower's case is not 
persuasive. 

Viewed in the light most favorable 
to Senator Tower, the evidence of his 
actions in recent years is conflicting. 
There is credible, direct, eye-witness 
testimony about his conduct from a 
wide variety of persons who have 
nothing in common and no apparent 
reason to make false statements. In 
most-but not all-instances, there are 
statements to the contrary. 

This is a difficult decision which 
must be made after reviewing a con
flicting record. Reasonable people may 
read the same record and reach differ
ent conclusions, but there is surely no 
basis for the claims by some of the 
nominee's supporters that there is 
nothing but rumor and innuendo in 
the record. 

It is only after careful study of this 
record that I have concluded that 
John Tower is not the man to provide 
leadership by example to the military 
and civilian employees of the Depart-
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ment of Defense, especially in the dif
ficult job of reforming the Pentagon's 
administration and procurement prac
tices in a period of budget stringency. 

It is with great sadness that I have 
come to this conclusion. I know and 
have worked with John Tower. I 
regret deeply the ordeal he and his 
family have endured. 

I emphasize that this is a personal 
decision. I reached this decision only 
after thorough review and analysis of 
the record. I do not believe any Sena
tor's decision should be based upon 
partisan considerations. This is a per
sonal decision for each Senator to 
make, based solely upon what each be
lieves to be in the best interests of the 
Nation. 

Yesterday morning, I met with 
President Bush. I expressed to him 
the hope that the outcome of this 
nomination would not have an adverse 
impact on relations between the Presi
dent and Congress. I recalled the 
President's statement in Japan, noting 
his continued commitment to biparti
sanship. I assured him that it is my in
tention to continue to work together 
with the administration in addressing 
the critical problems which face our 
Nation, regardless of the outcome of 
the vote on the Tower nomination. I 
hope my colleagues, whatever their 
vote on this issue, will share the atti
tude which the President and I have 
expressed. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Under the order, the Republican 
leader is recognized. 

The majority leader's time under the 
order expired and his 5 minutes under 
morning business likewise expired. 

The Senate is in morning business, 
but the Chair recognizes the Republi
can leader under the order. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if I might 
yield 5 minutes of my leader's time to 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ARM
STRONG] and then reserve the remain
der of the time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Colorado [Mr . . ARM
STRONG] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the Senator 
yield for just a minute? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to say that I exceeded my 
leader's time and, in fairness, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Republican leader be given an 
equal amount of time if he chooses 
under leader time. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 

Without objection, the Republican 
leader will control 15 minutes. The 
time for morning business will expire 
at 12 noon but, under the order, the 
Senate will proceed in executive ses-

sion at the expiration of the Republi
can leader's time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am grateful to the Republican leader 
for yielding me time. Do I also have 
reserved to me 5 minutes of my own 
time under a previous order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Only 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the 
Chair. I do ask unanimous consent, 
since it is my desire to proceed for 10 
minutes in all. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will inquire then, is the Senator 
from Colorado asking for 10 minutes 
in addition to the 5 minutes yielded by 
the Republican leader? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Five and five, 
Mr. President, for a total of 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Very 
well, then, the time for the Senate to 
go into executive session is thereby ex
tended accordingly. 

NOMINATION OF JOHN TOWER 
TO BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
think we are about to go seriously off 
the rails on this Tower nomination. I 
am, I must say, distressed by what I 
have heard from the Democratic 
leader and even more distressed by 
what I have been reading in the press, 
the statements attributed not only to 
the Members of the Democratic Party 
but to some of my own colleagues. 

It may be that I am the only one 
who holds the view I am about to ex
press, but, by gosh, there comes a time 
when you have just got to say how you 
feel. I think we are making a big mis
take. 

I raise the question not only because 
of my concern and regard and affec
tion for John Tower, but for a much 
larger question of what we are doing 
to the process by which the Senate 
considers and either confirms or re
jects nominees. 

Here is where I am coming from, Mr. 
President. First of all, I start out with 
the predisposition to vote for the 
nominee of the President of the 
United States, whether it is George 
Bush, or Ronald Reagan, or Jimmy 
Carter, or Gerald Ford, or whoever it 
is. If the President sends up a nominee 
to serve in his Cabinet, I start with the 
supposition that I am going to vote for 
that nominee because the President 
sent him up here. And I think that is 
probably the universal opinion of 
every Senator; that we start with a 
predisposition to support the nominee. 

Therefore, if somebody has some 
reason why we should not support a 
nominee, why we should on only the 
ninth occasion in the history of this 
country turn down a Cabinet recom
mendation of the President, they 
better have a pretty good reason. And, 
in my view, it ought to be a specific 

reason. It ought not to be general. It 
ought not to be innuendo. It ought not 
to be aired in the press or on televi
sion. It ought to be reported in the 
Senate in a very direct, official, formal 
manner. 

What I fear, as we begin the debate 
on this matter, whether it is this after
noon at 1 or tomorrow at 2 or next 
Tuesday, or whenever we get to it, is 
that instead of having that kind of 
thoughtful presentation of the issues, 
of the arguments against Senator 
Tower's confirmation, that in fact so 
many Senators have already pre
judged the matter, have come down 
here and, on the basis of information 
which seems pretty sketchy to me, 
have made a decision that they are 
either for him or against him. And I 
regret it, Mr. President. 

In fact, the purpose for my rising is 
to suggest that the Armed Services 
Committee needs to do its homework. 

Now, the President has sent up the 
nominee. I am not here to tell you 
John Tower is the best nominee. He is 
the only nominee. Mr. Bush did not 
seek my advice as to whether or not to 
appoint him. If he had, I would have 
given my advice. But that is not the 
question before Senators. 

The question before Senators is not 
whether or not he is the best available 
nominee or the best potential nomi
nee. The question is whether or not he 
meets some kind of still to be defined 
minimum standard so that the Presi
dent's choice can be approved. And if 
you start, as I do-and I bothered to 
do some reading into what Senators 
have said about this over the last 
couple hundred years, and I think this 
is the consensus position not only of 
sitting Senators but of the 1,800 or so 
who have preceded us in this Cham
ber-the President deserves to have 
his nominee confirmed unless there is 
a very, very strong reason to the con
trary. 

Now, Mr. President, the Democratic 
leader has referred in his remarks
and I think I am quoting accurately, 
because I made a note of it as he did 
so-to numerous lapses of judgment 
on behalf of the nominee. If that is 
true, we are entitled to know specifi
cally what those are. 

The Democratic leader has ref erred 
to "credible, direct eyewitness testimo
ny," his words. And if that is true, we 
are entitled to know the names, dates, 
and places on which these eyewitness 
episodes occurred. I want to know who 
they are. 

Mr. President, the thing that dis
tresses me and which prompted me to 
come over here to speak today is the 
committee report. It is not, I guess, off 
the press, but I have what purports to 
be the final draft which has been sent 
for typesetting. Mr. President, it is 
very. very thin. 
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I said at the outset I have great re

spect for the President and great def
erence to him in the exercise of his 
prerogatives. But I will tell you some
thing else. I have a lot of respect for 
the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee. I am not one of the Senators who 
automatically said that he was going 
to support John Tower or anybody 
else. If the Armed Services Committee 
says that we ought to reject that nom
ination, I think Senators have a duty 
to consider the information, the opin
ions, the evidence that the committee 
wants to submit. And that is why, for 
the last couple of days, my staff and I 
have been phoning, on about an 
hourly basis, to get a copy of this 
Armed Services Committee report. 

Mr. President, there is not anything 
in here. I am not telling you there 
may not be evidence, and my hope is 
that if such evidence exists it will be 
submitted to the Senate in open ses
sion. But thus far, based on the com
mittee report, which is where that 
kind of information and specific alle
gations, let alone proof and evidence, 
should be submitted, it just is not 
there. 

Now, the committee has raised 
three-I am referring now to page 10 
of the typewritten draft-has raised 
three questions: excessive use of alco
hol, provision of consulting services on 
what the committee deems to be an 
improper basis, and a number of inci
dents of indiscreet behavior toward 
women. 

When you sift through the report, 
here is what it comes down to. It 
comes down to the fact that, according 
to the committee, there are not any in
stances that they refer to in which 
Senator Tower was impaired in the 
conduct of his duties as a Senator, as 
an arms negotiator, or in any official 
capacity that is mentioned in here so 
far as I can see where his performance 
of his duties was impaired through the 
use of alcohol. Indeed, while it is not 
contained in the committee report, I 
have reviewed within the last several 
days the statements of a dozen or 
more Senators that are to the con
trary, those who have served with him 
and know him who tell about their ex
periences when he was the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee 
about how long he could stay up at 
night to negotiate a conference report, 
even round-the-clock, day after day for 
10 or 12 days. And he gets high marks 
from those who observed him. 

Now somebody said back in the 
1970's, he had a drinking problem. I do 
not know whether that is true. I never 
knew John Tower very well until I 
came to the Senate in 1979 and I will 
just stand up and be counted with all 
the other Senators who have said: I 
never saw him when I thought he was 
intoxicated. I cannot tell you he was 
not. I am just telling you I never saw 
it. And if somebody did and they think 

it is a serious enough issue to make 
the point, then they ought to come to 
the floor and tell us not just that it 
might have happened some time but 
when and where. 

Let me just read a paragraph from 
page 14 of the committee report draft. 

The committee determined that Senator 
Tower's excessive use of alcohol would dis
qualify him from being assigned to many 
sensitive positions in the Department of De
fense. 

It goes on from there. If that is true 
and if there is, as the Democratic 
leader says, credible, direct, eyewitness 
testimony, then by gosh, Mr. Presi
dent, Senators ought to have that in
formation and it ought to be made 
available in public, not up in room S-
407. I have heard a lot of rumors 
about what is up in room S-407. Up in 
the attic they have 70 or 800 pages of 
FBI reports and I suppose before this 
is over that I am probably going to 
have to go up and look through that 
stuff but I do not think Senators 
ought to have to do that as a way to 
form a judgment on a matter of public 
business which is being conducted 
here. And we are conducting public 
business. 

Again, the Democratic leader has 
made the point that the record is 
there and it is a matter about which 
reasonable people may disagree. But 
reasonable people cannot form an 
opinion if it is a secret record. 

Mr. President, it is not just John 
Tower who is being judged here. It is 
the Senate. It is every Senator. Every 
Senator will have to be judged by his 
colleagues and by his staff and by his 
friends and by his family and by his 
constituents by how he votes. How can 
we properly be judged, let alone how 
can John Tower be judged fairly, if it 
is all based on something that is a big 
secret? 

The second issue which is addressed 
in the committee report is the ques
tion of Mr. Tower's attitude or behav
ior toward women. The committee 
report again deals with opinions. If 
there are facts to back up the opin
ions, I, for one, will take those facts se
riously and consider them. 

I am not one of those who thinks we 
ought to just dismiss such matters as 
being irrelevant. Nor, Mr. President, 
may I say, do I share the opinion of 
the committee minority which says 
that something that occurs outside 
the context of an official setting is not 
to be considered. 

I want to distinguish my viewpoint 
from that of my fellow Republicans 
who serve on the committee. They, 
the committee minority, say that only 
a limited portion of the nominee's per
sonal relationships with members of 
the opposite sex is properly subject to 
review and concern by the committee 
in judging a nominee's fitness. 

I do not quite go along with that and 
I want to read another paragraph and 

explain how I would distinguish my 
own view. The committee minority 
writes: 

Beyond the issue of work and professional 
relationships which are clearly relevant to a 
nominee's fitness to serve as an official in 
the Department of Defense, we believe that 
a nominee's relationships with members of 
the opposite sex are properly treated as pri
vate and are not subject to committee's 
scrutiny. 

I think everyone, even Cabinet offi
cers or Senators, deserves a healthy 
presumption of privacy. But I really 
do not go along with that point of 
view. If there is information that in 
some private relationship a nominee 
has violated some pledge or has be
haved in a way that is improper or sets 
a low standard of public morality, 
then I think when a nominee is being 
considered for a post like Secretary of 
Defense, or for that matter Senator, 
that that is fair game. 

I want to say this just right. We had, 
not too long ago, a political figure 
from my State whose political career 
was abruptly ended because of an alle
gation of an improper relationship 
with a person of the opposite sex. I am 
not insensitive to that in the case of 
Senator Tower. If there is something 
in. the record I am going to take that 
into account. But the difference be
tween the case involving the Colorado 
figure that I referred to a moment ago 
and this case is striking. 

Our former colleague, who was a 
candidate for President, was forced to 
withdraw or at least did withdraw fol
lowing an episode in which all the 
facts were on the public record. 

Mr. President, I see you are about to 
bang the gavel. May I beg the indul
gence of my leader for 5 additional 
minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SHELBY). I would inform the Senator 
from Colorado that he has used 10 
minutes. I would like to know if the 
Republican leader has yielded 5 min
utes or 10 minutes? 

Mr. DOLE. I yielded 5 minutes. I got 
unanimous consent for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
leader has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. May I have 5 
additional minutes? 

Mr. DOLE. I will yield the remaining 
10 minutes, 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Colorado and 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank my 
leader. 

The point I want to make is that 
whatever anybody else may think, I 
believe such issues are fair game; that 
they are factors for consideration. 
That is not to say that one lapse or 
two lapses, human nature being what 
it is, is disqualifying. But it is a fair 
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standard on which judgments may be 
made. 

But the distinction I want to draw is, 
in the case I have just cited, we are 
talking about a specific instance which 
occurred on a date which was specified 
at a time which was specified in front 
of witnesses who came forward and 
whose names were known and who 
published stories. In fact, there was a 
picture that was published. 

In the Tower case we are talking 
about allegations which are hinted at 
but never even made. It is not that the 
allegations are unproven. In the com
mittee's report they are not even 
really made. There is not anything 
specific that Senator Tower is said to 
have done. 

I believe, and I really plead with my 
colleagues on the Armed Services 
Committee, it is your duty if you have 
that kind of information to bring it 
forward. If you do not, then, by gosh, I 
think it is your duty to back off. 

What about the notion which ap
pears, by the way, in both the majori
ty and minority reports, that we ought 
to keep this FBI report secret? I am 
not saying publish the FBI report. 
That is just a lot of raw investigatory 
material. I am saying, whatever the 
committee took into account in reach
ing its extraordinary recommendation 
ought to be specified. Lay it out. 

If there is something that he did 
specifically, what is it? So that we can 
make a judgment and so the nominee 
can be judged and so that the country 
can hold us accountable for the stew
ardship of our task. 

That applies to drinking. It applies 
to behavior toward women. And it ap
plies to the question of improper rela
tionships with defense contractors. 
What is it, specifically, that is objected 
to? 

I am prepared to look at that. If 
there is something there, I will make a 
judgment on it and stand up to be 
counted. 

What about the notion that some
how classified information like this 
has to be kept secret? Is it not just like 
defense secrets that we keep classi
fied? Well, of course not. We keep in
formation about the national defense 
classified to protect intelligence opera
tives and national technical means of 
gathering intelligence data, as well as 
to keep exactly what we know from 
the scrutiny of other nations. Nothing 
like that is involved here. 

This is a case of a person's character 
and background and behavior . He is 
entitled to a fair and open t rial in the 
court of public opinion, and he cannot 
get it if all this stuff is up there and 
there is a bunch of guys going up to 
room S-407 and reading it. They are, I 
am told, denied the opportunity to 
even make notes and then they go out 
and leak it to the press. 

That brings me to one more thing 
that is sticking in my craw and this is 

addressed to my Republican colleagues 
in the committee. There is not, in the 
minority report, any specific reference 
to why the rumors which have ap
peared should not be believed. Maybe 
it is asking too much that the commit
tee report ought to address rumors, 
but in fact there are a number of 
things that leaked, appeared in the 
popular press, and have even been re
f erred to here on the floor. 

One involves some guy who held 
himself out to be a doctor and said he 
has some information relevant to the 
case and then it turned out he had five 
aliases. I want those facts in the com
mittee report or a part of the official 
proceedings of this body. 

Another episode, I am told, we have 
all heard this-I guess this has been 
published, too-that somebody came 
forward and said: We saw Senator 
Tower intoxicated on such and such 
occasion in such and such place and 
there were three such episodes. In 
each of those cases he was either out 
of the country, in Pakistan or Seattle 
or something. 

Mr. President, I guess I have had my 
say. I did not really expect to speak of 
this. Maybe there is one more point I 
should make. 

Some people have whispered in my 
ear that we all ought to get behind 
John Tower because there is a lot of 
hypocrisy on the committee. I do not 
think that is a reason to be for John 
Tower. We can all make our own judg
ments of whether or not Senators are 
hypocritical. I guess some of us are 
sometime. I, probably, might have 
been once or twice. Maybe every one 
of us have been on some occasion. 
That is not the issue. The rumors are 
not the issue. The innuendos are not 
the issue. 

In my opinion the only proper basis 
for making this judgment is facts spe
cifically and openly presented and 
that has not happened yet. When it 
does I am ready to listen, but if it does 
not, I think the Armed Services Com
mittee ought to back off. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sup
port John Tower for Secretary of De
fense because I know he is honest and 
able, based upon my personal experi
ence with him in the U.S. Senate and 
on this floor. 

Had the FBI investigation or the 
Armed Services Committee hearings 
established disqualifying evidence, I 
would not have hesit ated t o do my 
constitutional duty not to consent t o 
his nominat ion. I, personally, strongly 
object to the current myth that per
ceptions become the facts. We in the 
Senate have a duty to analyze allega
tion and to find the facts. 

The Senate is being asked to evalu
ate a man reasonably well known to 
most Senators. I have seen John 
Tower on this floor in all-night ses-

sions under difficult, trying circum
stances, demonstrating the capacity 
for serious, sober work. 

While none of us can personally 
vouch for all his personal activities 24 
hours a day over many years, I believe 
I know him well enough to conclude 
that he would not allow prior relation
ships with contractors to affect his 
honest judgment and that he would 
maintain himself in the sober condi
tion to make the important decisions 
required of the Secretary of Defense. 

For myself, John Tower did not need 
to make an additional pledge because 
a warrant of sobriety is implicit in his 
oath of office. I know more about 
John Tower to express a positive eval
uation of his capacity and competency 
to be Secretary of Defense than I 
know about almost all other nominees 
up for confirmation. 

This nomination has an especially 
strong Presidential Imprimatur be
cause President Bush himself knows 
John Tower so well from decades of 
personal association. The President 
has a unique basis to evaluate John 
Tower's integrity and sobriety which 
should accord even greater weight to 
the customary presumption in favor of 
the President's Cabinet choices. Given 
the President's responsibility as Com
mander in Chief and his election man
date, his choice should be rejected 
only in the face of unambiguous evi
dence. This is not a lifetime court ap
pointment, but an executive subordi
nate whom the President can fire at 
any time he decides his appointee is 
unfit to discharge his duties. 

Were John Tower to drink in excess, 
given the facts of this matter it would 
be known wherever it happened world
wide virtually instantaneously. 

John Tower has a special quality of 
toughness that may not have en
hanced his popularity with fell ow Sen
ators. I personnally observed that 
when he tenaciously, if not acerbically 
during the course of floor debate, 
fought my 1982 summit resolution. His 
toughness or strength, though, is an 
admirable quality in the individual 
whose Department must be prepared 
to square off with our Nation's en
emies. 

An impartial observer, Mr. Presi
dent, would be skeptical, if not sus
pect, that his former Democratic col
leagues, who were so lavish in their 
praise of Senator Tower, now find him 
unacceptable when a new administra
t ion seeks to establish his authority 
and power. Perhaps it is a backhanded 
compliment to his strength that as 
Secretary of Defense no one but John 
Tower, subject only to the President, 
would be running that Department. At 
a time when the Defense budget may 
have to be cut, no one would give 
greater credibility or confidence than 
John Tower to any such cuts, much 
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like President Nixon's unique stature 
in "Going to China." 

Mr. President, today, I repeat a con
cern which I have expressed on other 
nominations urging to refrain from 
making judgments before all the evi
dence has been presented. I believe it 
is prejudicial and unwarranted and 
really inappropriate for Senators to 
say how they would vote if the vote 
were held "today" or at any particular 
time before all the evidence has been 
submitted. The nominee is entitled to 
have all the evidence considered 
before a judgment, however tentative
ly articulated, is expressed. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Republican leader for yielding 
this time. I yield the floor. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

ADM • .JAMES WATKINS NOMINATION 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
about to propound a unanimous-con
sent request with respect to the con
sideration of the nomination of Admi
ral Watkins, which I believe has been 
cleared by the distinguished Republi
can leader. 

Mr. President, as in executive ses
sion, I ask unanimous consent that 
today, Wednesday, March 1, following 
the vote on the nomination of Louis 
Sullivan, the Senate proceed to the 
nomination of Adm. James Watkins to 
be Secretary of Energy, under a time 
agreement of 20 minutes equally divid
ed between the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. JOHNSTON] and the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. McCLURE] or their 
designees. 

Provided that no motions be in order 
and that following the yielding back of 
time, the Senate proceed without any 
intervening business to a 15-minute 
vote on the nomination. 

Provided further, that upon the dis
position of the nomination, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table 
and the President be immediately no
tified of the confirmation of the nomi
nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be in order to request 
for the yeas and nays on the Watkins 
nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the Watkins nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO OLIVER C. DAWSON 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 

Thursday, February 9, 1989, the State 
of South Carolina lost a champion 

among men with the death of Oliver 
C. Dawson. A man who was well 
known in our State, Oliver Dawson 
served with dedication and integrity 
for more than 40 years and a prof es
sor, athletic director, coach, and ad
ministrator at South Carolina State 
College. 

Coach Dawson was born in Thomas
ton, GA, and attended John Carroll 
University in Cleveland, OH, where he 
excelled in sports. He was the school's 
No. 1 singles player in tennis, an all
star guard in basketball, a fullback on 
the football team, a recordbreaking 
track star and the State of Ohio's 
heavyweight boxing champion. He 
later earned his undergraduate degree 
from South Carolina State College in 
1936, and went on to receive a master's 
degree from New York University in 
1947. 

While at South Carolina State Col
lege, Coach Dawson coached five 
sports and won championships in four 
of them. Under his leadership as head 
basketball coach, in 1943, the South 
Carolina State Bulldogs won their first 
Southern Intercollegiate Athletic Con
ference [SIA Cl title. Four additional 
[SIACl titles were added to the col
lege's expanding trophy case by the 
college golf team, which was founded 
by Coach Dawson. As the school's 
head football coach in 1947, Coach 
Dawson led the team to an undefeated 
season which propelled them into the 
national championship for black col
leges and universities. 

Coach Dawson's contributions to the 
State of South Carolina and to South 
Carolina State College were not limit
ed to the field of athletics. In fact, 
Coach Dawson may have left his 
greatest legacy to the State in the 
many lives he touched and influenced 
throughout his long career as a coach 
and teacher. It was not uncommon for 
Coach Dawson to end his busy day vis
iting sick students in their dormitories, 
or tutoring young athletes when they 
were having difficulties with their 
studies. Many of our State's finest citi
zens were once the benefactors of this 
man's untiring faith in the boundless 
potential of our youth. 

Throughout his life, Coach Dawson 
was justly recognized for his contribu
tions. In 1974, he became the first 
black inducted into the South Caroli
na Athletic Hall of Fame, and in 1983 
he became a charter member of the 
South Carolina State College Athletic 
Hall of Fame. In 1984, he was further 
recognized as the first black inducted 
into the John Carroll University Ath
letic Hall of Fame, and in that same 
year, South Carolina State College's 
15,000 seat football stadium was re
named in his honor. 

A man of unlimited energy who was 
blessed with vision and a genuine love 
for his fellow man, 01\ver Dawson will 
be greatly missed and long remem
bered by the people of South Carolina 

and the many graduates of South 
Carolina State College. 

I extend my deepest sympathy to 
Coach Dawson's beloved wife, Mrs. 
Garcia Waterman Dawson, his daugh
ter, Mrs. Maria D. James of Wayne, 
PA, and his sister, Mrs. Eddie Bell 
White of Cleveland. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that certain newspaper articles 
concerning Coach Dawson be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Orangeburg <SC> Times and 
Democrat, Feb. 11, 1989] 

COACH OLIVER DAWSON-WITH Hrs DEATH AT 
AGE 78, SOUTH CAROLINA SAYS GOODBYE TO 
SPORTS LEGEND 

February is Black History Month, an ob
servance dedicated to widening knowledge 
of and deepening understanding of the roles 
African-Americans have played in American 
history. It is the life story of people such as 
Oliver C. Dawson, a South Carolina coach
ing legend, that should be brought to the 
fore during the observance, for Dawson in
spired thousands of young people. 

Sadly, it is during this special month that 
Orangeburg and South Carolina must say 
goodbye to Oliver Cromwell Dawson, better 
known to many by his nickname "Bull" 
Dawson. The longtime South Carolina State 
College coach died Thursday at the age of 
78. 

Coach Dawson's is a story of hard work, 
individual athletic success and coaching suc
cess- the goals so many strive for in the 
sports world. But he was more. In fact, his 
work with the athletes, students and the 
community earned him the honor, in 1974, 
of being the first black man to be inducted 
into the South Carolina Athletic Hall of 
Fame. 

As a young man in Ohio, Dawson was a 
star athlete, with noteworthy successes in 
football , basketball, track, boxing and 
tennis. His achievements at John Carroll 
University earned him a spot in that 
school's athletic hall of fame. 

But it was at South Carolina State where 
Coach Dawson made his most lasting mark. 
In the words of retired S.C. State President 
M. Maceo Nance, "He was Mr. Athletics at 
South Carolina State College." 

Dawson came to S.C. State in 1935. Until 
his retirement in 1976, he coached five 
major sports: football, basketball, tennis, 
track and golf. He won championships in 
four, with his 1947 football team going un
defeated and winning a national title among 
predominantly black colleges. He was ath
letic director for 16 years. The college hon
ored his achievements by naming the foot
ball stadium "Oliver C. Dawson Bulldog Sta
dium" in his honor in 1984, and he is a 
member of the S.C. State Athletic Hall of 
Fame. 

At S.C. State, though, Dawson was more 
than a coach and athletic leader. He taught 
as a professor of health and physical educa
tion, initiating the professional program in 
health and physical ed in 1947 and serving 
as department chairman for 30 years. 

Dr. Nance, who was a student in one of 
Dawson's history classes at S.C. State in 
1942- 43, says it was in his athletic and 
teaching duties that Coach Dawson came to 
be known as "Bull." It was an appropriate 
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nickname for a man who was a strong disci
plinarian. But Nance says Dawson "was not 
as tough as the image he projected." He 
cared deeply about those he coached and 
taught, and those he worked with. He spent 
a lot of time with the students and athletes, 
and didn't stop at retirement in 1976. Even 
after that, he coached the S.C. State golf 
team. 

Dr. Nance knew Coach Dawson well. The 
former school president was on the S.C. 
Athletic Hall of Fame committee when 
Dawson was selected for induction, an 
honor Dr. Nance says was a source of par
ticular pride for "Bull" Dawson. But really, 
it is South Carolina that can take pride in 
having had the services of Coach Dawson 
for much of his lifetime. 

During this Black History Month and 
afterward, the accomplishments of men 
such as Oliver C. Dawson should be remem
bered and honored. "Bull" Dawson will be 
missed. 

[From the Orangeburg <SC) Times and 
Democrat, Feb. 10, 1989) 

FUNERAL To BE MONDAY FOR S.C. STATE 
COACHING LEGEND OLIVER DAWSON 

The funeral for Oliver Cromwell "Ollie" 
Dawson, legendary South Carolina State 
College coach and athletic director, is sched
uled for 2:30 p.m. Monday at St. Luke Pres
byterian Church. 

The Rev. David Blackshear will officiate. 
Entombment will be at Mausoleum of the 
Good Shepherd at Belleville Memorial Gar
dens. The casket will be placed in the 
church at noon. 

Mr. Dawson, of Belleville Road, Orange
burg, died Thursday at The Regional Medi
cal Center after an extended illness. He was 
78. 

He was born in Thomaston, Ga., and grew 
up in Cleveland. He had a long and unparal
leled career as a professor, coach, athletic 
director and administrator at S.C. State. 

Affectionately known as "Ollie, the Man 
for All Seasons," Mr. Dawson came to S.C. 
State in 1935 and attained legendary status 
at the Orangeburg institution before retir
ing in 1976. 

During his 41-year tenure, he coached five 
sports, winning championships in four of 
them: football, basketball, tennis and golf. 
He also coached track and field for the Bull
dogs. 

Mr. Dawson served as a Bulldog assistant 
football coach in 1936 and was named head 
coach the following year. He held the posi
tion until 1950, with his teams consistently 
finishing in the upper division of the South
ern Intercollegiate Athletic Conference 
<SIAC>. In 1947, his squad was undefeated 
and played for the national championships 
for black colleges and universities. 

He coached basketball for 11 seasons and 
brought the school its first SIAC crown in 
1943. Mr. Dawson also coached tennis for 
seven seasons and track and field for four. 
He initiated the S.C. State golf program and 
served as head coach for six seasons, win
ning four SIAC titles. 

Mr. Dawson also started the professional 
program in health and physical education at 
the college and served as department chair
man for 30 years. In addition, he was Bull
dog athletic director for 16 seasons, oversee
ing some of the most productive years in the 
school's athletic program. 

Mr. Dawson's career was highlighted by 
his induction into the South Carolina Ath
letic Hall of Fame in 1974, becoming the 
first black to be so honored. 
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In 1983, he became a charter member of 
the S.C. State College Athletic Hall of Fame 
and, a year later, he became the first black 
to be inducted into the John Carroll Univer
sity Athletic Hall of Fame. 

In 1984, S.C. State renamed its 15,000-seat 
football stadium in honor of Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson attended John Carroll Uni
versity in Cleveland and graduated from 
S.C. State in 1936. He earned a master's at 
New York University in 1947 and did fur
ther study at Denver University and West 
Virginia University. 

Mr. Dawson was an elder at St. Luke Pres
byterian Church and a member of the Pres
byterian Men's Council. He was also a 
member of the Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity 
and numerous sports and professional orga
nizations. 

He served on several state and governmen
tal commissions, including the Hillcrest Rec
reational Facility Commission from 1972 
until his death. His civic involvement af
forded him many meritorious citations and 
awards. 

Survivors include his widow, Mrs. Gracia 
Watermann Dawson of the home; a daugh
ter, Mrs. Maria D. James of Wayne, Pa.; and 
a sister, Mrs. Eddie Bell White of Cleveland; 
and two grandsons. 

The family will receive friends from 6 to 7 
p.m. Sunday at Simmons Funeral Home. 
Friends may call at the residence and at the 
funeral home. 

Pallbearers will be Luther J. Battiste Jr., 
Dr. Oscar P. Butler, Lamar Dawkins, Robert 
E. Howard, Lewie C. Roache, William John
son, Frank Staley and D.W. Walker. 

Honorary pallbearers will be Alpha Phi 
Alpha Fraternity; elders of St. Luke Presby
terian Church, William C. Brown, Victor 
Kerr and Paul R. Webber. 

The family suggests memorials may be 
made to the Capital Fund of St. Luke Pres
byterian Church or to the Oliver D. Dawson 
Scholarship Fund for health and physical 
education majors at S.C. State. 

[From the Columbia <SC> State, Feb. 10, 
1989) 

HIRING DAWSON Goon MOVE BY STATE 

<By Herman Helms) 
On an historic day in 1935, President 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt signed the Social 
Security Act into law. Leroy "Satchel" 
Paige, barnstorming with Babe Ruth, threw 
strikes past the famous slugger, and South 
Carolina's Normal Agricultural and Me
chanical College employed Oliver C. 
Dawson-one of the smartest moves any in
stitution of higher learning ever made. 

He came from Cleveland and John Carroll 
University with a stunning background of 
accomplishments in sports: record-setter in 
track, No. 1 singles player in tennis, all-star 
guard in basketball, powerful fullback in 
football and heavyweight boxing champion 
of Ohio. 

He rode into Orangeburg in a brand, 
spanking new automobile and assumed the 
duties of head coach of everything at the 
school, later to be renamed South Carolina 
State College, at a small salary. 

The car was a gift from an admirer in 
Cleveland named Sonny DeMoribus, presi
dent of the City Council and owner of a 
brewery. Thrilled over seeing Dawson direct 
the high school basketball team to 63 
straight victories, DeMoribus showed his ap
preciation by buying the coach the new 
wheels that got him to Orangeburg where 
he would become a legend in his own time. 

ONE-MAN COACHING STAFF 
Dawson found a bride early on, the daugh

ter of an instructor in the tailor shop at the 
school. They were married on the campus 
where Gracia Maria Watermann was born. 
Later their home was blessed with the arriv
al of a baby girl, now the mother of two and 
wife of a law professor at the University of 
Kentucky. Once on campus, Dawson never 
left. He coached five sports and won cham
pionships in four of them. His 1947 football 
team was undefeated and won the national 
championship for predominantly black col
leges and universities. He worked in State's 
athletic program for 41 years, retiring in 
1976. 

The early days were tough, but one thing 
he never had trouble with was coaching sub
ordinates. There weren't any. He was the 
head coach, the only coach of all sports, the 
man for all seasons. 

He would get through football practice 
late in the afternoon, rush home for a bite 
to eat and return for basketball practice at 
night. In a particular hurry one night, he 
rushed in one door and out the other, 
snatching a sandwich off the table. "Who 
was that man, Mama?" their small daughter 
asked. "That was your father, child," her 
mother responded. 

She fixed meals he never touched and 
slept in chairs waiting for him to come 
home at night. She watched him walk away 
from the big football game of the year with 
his arms around the depressed young quar
terback who threw the intercepted pass that 
loss it. She knew, without being told, where 
he was going on nights when he went to the 
dorm to look in on players who weren't feel
ing well. She listened silently in another 
room when he brought athletes to their 
home and scolded them for not doing their 
schoolwork. 

HE LOVED ALL HIS ATHLETES 
She shared his joy after victories and 

shall never forget how ecstatic he was in the 
spring at graduation exercises. He caused 
people to turn and stare at him by clapping 
so hard for his players with hamlike hands 
that used to kno~k out boxing opponents. 
He coached them and counseled them and 
loved every one as if they were his own. 

He worked so hard and made so little 
money, and she sacrificed so much as a 
coaching widow. All of his players weren't 
winners after they left school, but the per
centage was high. The coach felt fulfilled 
and so did his lady. They couldn't have been 
happier if he had been king and they lived 
in a castle. 

State College has beautiful facilities today 
and a very successful athletic program. The 
man who helped make it possible died early 
Thursday morning at age 78. 

Ollie Dawson would be quick to say he 
couldn't have gotten to first base without 
the help of his lady. Together they lived a 
life that is better story than any fiction 
writer could ever write. 

GEORGE WASHINGTON HAD IT 
RIGHT WHEN HE ADVOCATED 
"FIRST IN THE U.S.A." 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, most 
historians, both present and past, give 
George Washington high marks in 
every possible way-and I hope they 
never stop. As for the dyspeptic few 
who have attempted to debunk our 
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first President and other patriots, a 
pox upon their houses. 

All my life I have admired George 
Washington. I believe the entire pleth
ora of good things recorded about his 
life. The cherry tree? Of course he cut 
it down, and he told the truth about it. 
The tossing of the silver dollar across 
the river? Shame on any disbeliever 
who even raises a question about it. 

Shortly after the inaugural parade 
on January 20, I found something else 
that I like about George Washington. 
Don Hughes of Burlington Industries 
stopped by on another matter, and he 
casually mentioned one of the colorful 
and interesting floats in the inaugural 
parade. 

On the float was George Washing
ton himself, or it certainly looked so. 
Actually it was a stand-in-Ronald 
Trowbridge, one of the directors of the 
Commission on the Bicentennial of 
the U.S. Constitution-but Mr. Trow
bridge did a credible job in represent
ing our first President and our all-time 
hero. 

Mr. President, the suit worn by Mr. 
Trowbridge was an almost identical 
copy of the suit worn by George 
Washington on his inauguration day a 
couple of centuries ago. Not only that, 
the suit bore the label, "Made in the 
U.S.A."-and that was quite appropri
ate because George Washington can 
logically be designate as the first advo
cate of the "Made in the U.S.A." cam
paign now being conducted through
out the United States. 

Where did I get all this information? 
Well, Mr. President, I'm sort of like 
the very young George Washington 
when that hacked-down cherry tree 
was discovered. I've got to tell the 
truth. Don Hughes of Burlington In
dustries told me. 

There's a fine publication produced 
regularly by the public relations de
partment of Burlington Industries. It's 
called the Burlington Look. It con
tained a brief article relating to 
George Bush's inauguration which 
told about Mr. Trowbridge, the parade 
float, the duplicate George Washing
ton's inaugural suit-the whole bit. 

It turns out that President Washing
ton insisted a couple of centuries ago 
that his inaugural suit would be "un
fashionable" if it were made of fabric 
not produced in this country. So he 
asked Gen. Henry Knox to procure 
"some superfine American broad
cloths" for the purpose. General Knox 
came up with dark brown fabric made 
by a textile mill in Hartford, CT. 

So far, so good, Mr. President. Upon 
inquiry of my friend, Don Hughes, I 
learned that the suit worn last month 
by Mr. Trowbridge in the Bush-Quayle 
inaugural parade was made of 100 per
cent worsted wool manufactured in 
Raeford, NC, at a Burlington Indus
tries plant. Don Hughes is proud of 
that, and so am I. 

One final point, Mr. President, and I 
shall conclude: The "Made in the 
U.S.A." float on January 20 provided a 
useful reminder of the importance of 
the textile industry throughout the 
history of America, from George 
Washington's time to George Bush's 
time. The first George to serve as our 
President had it right. When textiles 
are made in the U.S.A., they're first 
rate. President George Washington re
alized that, and so does President 
George Bush today. It's essential that 
the textile industry in America remain 
strong and productive. A lot of things 
are riding on it-including our nation
al security. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the Burling
ton Look, to which I alluded earlier, be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
HE CANNOT TELL A LIE . . . GEORGE WASHING

TON'S OUTFIT WAS MADE IN THE U.S.A. BY 

BURLINGTON MENSWEAR 

The first president of the United States 
not only was "first in war, first in peace, and 
first in the hearts of his countrymen." 
George Washington also was the first advo
cate of the U.S. textile and apparel indus
try, insisting that the suit he wore for his 
inauguration be tailored from American
made cloth. 

To honor the 200th anniversary of Wash
ington's inauguration, "George Washing
ton" rode again in the inaugural parade for 
George Bush on January 20. 

The father of our country-portrayed by 
Ronald Trowbridge of the Commission on 
the Bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution
rode atop a float sponsored by the commis
sion and the Crafted With Pride in U.S.A. 
Council. The council is the leading trade 
group championing the sale of "Made in 
U.S.A." textiles, apparel and home fashions. 

Trowbridge wore a replica of Washing
ton's U.S.-made inaugural suit on the 45-
foot-long float depicting the Constitution 
scroll. The suit was constructed of 100 per
cent worsted wool fabirc manufactured at 
Burlington Industries' Raeford, N.C. plant, 
and tailored by the costume department at 
Colonial Williamsburg. 

Raeford is a unit of Burlington Menswear, 
the country's leading manufacturer of fine 
worsted wool and worsted blend fabrics for 
suits and uniforms. The division also oper
ates plants in Oxford and Forest City, N.C., 
in Clarksville and Halifax, Va., and in Bi
shopville, S.C. 

In his day, George Washington was of the 
opinion that it would be "unfashionable" 
for a gentleman to appear in anything that 
wasn't made in the U.S.A. So prior to his in
auguration in 1789 at Federal Hall in New 
York City, he asked General Henry Knox to 
procure "some superfine American broad
cloths." The dark brown woolen fabric was 
made by a Hartford, Conn. Textile mill. 

A journalist of the time, commenting on 
the look of Washington's swearing-in suit, 
wrote: "The cloth is of so fine a fabric, and 
so handsomely finished, that it was univer
sally mistaken for a foreign manufactured, 
superfine cloth." 

"Washington's insistence on 'buying 
American' is as valid today as it was 200 
years ago," said Robert Swift, executive di-

rector of the Crafted With Pride in U.S.A. 
Council. "It's a very fitting reminder that 
promoting and buying U.S.-made apparel 
and home fashions was as important to our 
founding fathers then as it is to us now." 

George Washington's original inaugural 
suit is on permanent display at Federal Hall, 
where he took his oath of office. 

MORE COMMUNIST PLANS FOR 
EL SALVADOR 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 
Communist rebels in El Salvador must 
be overjoyed today. Once again, vio
lence and terrorism are yielding divi
dends for the Communists who, with 
the acquiescence of our State Depart
ment, have won a key concession from 
the ailing Duarte government. 

To the apparent satisfaction of the 
State Department, President Duarte 
has proposed to postpone elections 
and begin direct talks with the Marx
ist FMLN terrorists. So once again, the 
bait has worked and in this case the 
victim may be the Salvadoran Consti
tution and democratic future of that 
country. 

Last night the Salvadoran military 
unilaterally implemented a cease-fire 
around the country. Meanwhile the 
Salvadoran Marxist guerrillas contin
ued their attacks on military targets, 
killing and wounding dozens of sol
diers, and depriving more than half of 
the country of electricity. 

Mr. President, according to media 
accounts and other reliable sources, 
the U.S. Department of State and the 
U.S. Embassy in San Salvador are once 
again involved in intervening in the 
Salvadoran election process-just as 
happened in 1984. The Army reported
ly received pressure from the United 
States to enter into a suicidal unilater
al cease-fire. And political parties of 
the opposition are being pressured to 
accept an unconstitutional delay of 
the elections. 

President Duarte is proposing to 
delay the elections now scheduled for 
March 19, until April 30, 1989. It is 
clear that this is a violation of the 
1983 Salvadoran Constitution. Article 
154 of the Salvadoran Constitution 
clearly states: "The presidential term 
will last 5 years and will begin and end 
on the first of June." And article 79 
states that the election process must 
begin no later than 2 months before 
June 1. This means that March 31 is 
the latest date elections could be legal
ly held. 

However, in January, the FMLN 
guerrillas submitted an unconstitu
tional and unacceptable plan to post
pone free elections in El Salvador for 6 
months. The guerrillas have had 5 
years to participate in the electoral 
process, but they are coming forward 
now for the sole purpose of killing the 
electoral process, just as they have 
been killing and threatening hundreds 
of duly elected mayors, and other offi-
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cials and political leaders. In other 
words, the guerrillas talk about peace, 
but continue to wage war. 

In exchange for the delay, the 
FMLN promised a 5-day cease-fire and 
an agreement to stop murdering those 
mayors who fail to disassociate them
selves from the government. This is 
merely a plan to salvage the ailing 
leftist parties, such as the Christian 
Democrats who have been outclassed 
by the center-right Arena party in the 
polls. 

Imagine, Mr. President, how happy 
some candidates from both parties 
here in the United States would have 
been if some foreign country had in
sisted that last November's elections 
be postponed by a few months. 

This assault on orderly constitution
al procedure in El Salvador should 
have been rejected out of hand. Yet, 
there were those in the State Depart
ment who felt that the proposal 
should be "carefully and seriously" 
considered. The administration's tepid 
reaction was not lost on the Commu
nist guerrillas. 

Several weeks later, a new Marxist
Leninist proposal arrived-equally pre
posterous, equally one-sided. That pro
posal called for the establishment of 
three joint commissions to discuss the 
cessation of hostilities and withdrawal 
of military forces, to revise the elector
al code, and to organize international 
oversight in implementing the provi
sions. 

On Monday, President Duarte made 
a counterproposal to postpone elec
tions for 6 weeks and the bells started 
ringing at the State Department. The 
State Department spokesman, Charles 
Redman, praised the proposal as "po
tentially the most significant opportu
nity ever for peace in El Salvador." He 
also added that if the FMLN is "seri
ous in seeking a peaceful democratic 
outcome to the conflict, it will follow 
the government's example." 

So, once again Mr. President, we give 
the Communists the benefit of the 
doubt, and the constitutional process 
is thrown in the garbage can. Once 
again, we hold out the vain illusion 
that perhaps the Communists are in 
fact seeking a "peaceful democratic 
outcome" -never mind the ongoing 
acts of terrorism such as the murder 
of FMLN defector Miguel Castellanos, 
who was assassinated on February 17, 
2 days after he publicly denounced the 
Communist plan as ruse. 

The Salvadoran people have long 
stressed the importance of an orderly 
democratic process in El Salvador. 
President Duarte has said that his am
bition is to turn over the Presidency to 
a duly elected successor. We should 
never urge another nation to stray one 
bit from its Constitution. 

Mr. President, on Monday, Ambassa
dor Jeane Kirkpatrick laid out the 
tragic consequences to the democratic 
process in El Salvador. I ask unani-

mous consent that her column entitled 
"Setting a Trap in El Salvador" be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the 
column was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 27, 1989] 

SETTING A TRAP IN EL SALVADOR 

CBy Jeane Kirkpatrick> 
It would appear that the Bush administra

tion, including Secretary of State James 
Baker, has been lured into a trap regarding 
El Salvador-a trap that has been baited as 
usual with what some mistake as a proposal 
to bring peace to the deeply troubled region. 

El Salvador's FMLN guerrillas have pre
sented two new "peace" proposals in the 
past two weeks. The first was an offer to 
participate in elections-for a price. The 
second, which followed a week later, is a 
broader proposal that offers to "definitive
ly" end El Salvador's war. 

El Salvador's government and all its major 
political parties promptly rejected the 
FMLN's initial offer to participate in the 
presidential election, and for good reason. It 
called for postponing the election for six 
months <in clear violation of El Salvador's 
constitution), required that government 
forces cease actions against guerrillas, and 
provided for an FMLN veto on electoral ar
rangements. In return, the FMLN offered a 
five-day cease-fire and promised to stop as
sassinating mayors if mayors ceased cooper
ating with the government. 

It was an offer no government could 
accept. But the Bush administration has let 
it be known that it acted- through the 
person of Vice President Dan Quayle-to en
courage reconsideration, thus justifying the 
FMLN expectation that the "new team" 
might prove more flexible than Ronald 
Reagan, George Shultz and Elliot Abrams. 

"We wanted to wait until the end of the 
Reagan administration" to present the new 
plan, one guerrilla commander commented. 
Like Yasser Arafat and Daniel Ortega, 
FMLN leaders expected that the new ad
ministration will be more "open" and less 
informed about what has gone before and 
will therefore perhaps be more accommo
dating. 

Although some in the media describe the 
FMLN's second proposal as a "new" and 
"important" departure from its longstand
ing position, in fact all that is new is the 
packaging. El Salvador's Communist Party 
leaders, Shafik Jorge Handal, was more ac
curate when he said: "This is not a new pro
posal," it is a "further development" of the 
FMLN's previous offer. 

Following the traditional FMLN position, 
the new proposal still calls for "dissolution 
of the current security force"; the national 
police, the national guard and the treasury 
police, and for reducing El Salvador's army 
from 55,000 to 12,000. 

There is, however, some new language. In 
the past, the FMLN explicitly insisted on in
tegration of the guerrilla forces into El Sal
vador's army. Now it is willing " to recognize 
the existence of a single army" <which 
means a single, much smaller army into 
which FMLN forces would be integrated>. 

Where previously it demanded a share of 
power in a reconstituted interim govern
ment, now it demands the establishment of 
three joint commissions; one on cessation of 
hostilities and withdrawal of military forces , 
one on revision of the electoral code and a 
third to organize international oversight of 
implementation. In these commissions, 

power would be shared and decisions would 
be made by consensus. . 

El Salvador's political parties responded 
to this latest offer by agreeing to meet with 
FMLN leaders on "neutral" ground in 
Mexico last week. After the meeting, the po
litical parties concluded that the govern
ment should respond to the repackaged 
FMLN demands. 

There is no question how Salvadoran 
President Napoleon Duarte will respond. 
His whole life has been a struggle to give his 
country constitutional government. He will 
not in his final days dismantle the legacy he 
has worked so painstakingly to construct. 

He understands-if the Bush administra
tion does not-that it is not possible to "sus
pend" El Salvador's constitution and still 
preserve democratic government. He under
stands that for a decade the prime target of 
the FMLN has been to dismantle and take 
control of El Salvador's armed forces and 
that for a decade those sympathetic with 
the guerrillas have sought to paralyze El 
Salvador's army under the guise of its "per
manent reorganzation." 

And he knows that for a decade the 
FMLN has sought by all means and ruses to 
prevent the development and implementa
tion of a democratic constitution, not only 
by denying the legitimacy of elections and 
refusing to participate, but by attacking 
polling places and voters as well. 

Duarte understands that El Salvador's 
armed forces, which have so painstakingly 
learned restraint of power, would not be re
strained if the constitution were violated. 
Said Defense Minister Gen. Eugenio Vides: 
"Falling into the trap would mean anyone 
could have the opportunity for disrupting 
the democratic process simply for the sake 
of staying in the presidency longer." 

Duarte will know how to deal with the 
FMLN proposal. Meanwhile, someone at the 
responsible level in the Bush administration 
with an interest in preserving democracy 
and serving U.S. foreign policy interests 
should do some cramming on the recent his
tory of Central America. 

And it wouldn't hurt American journalists 
covering the region to consult original docu
ments rather than relying on government 
and guerrilla public-relations handouts. 

RESPONDING TO TERRORIST 
THREATS 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
John Chancellor has raised a most im
portant issue regarding the terrorist 
threats against Salman Rushdie, his 
publisher and book distributors. Mr. 
Chancellor stated on February 28, 
1989 that: 

One of the goals of terrorism is to force 
people to modify their behavior . . . and our 
behavior, as Americans, has been modified 
by the Ayatollah. Mr. Rushdie was sched
uled to come here to go on an American 
book tour. Now he can't. That's an abridge
ment of our freedom to listen, whether we 
think his book is good, bad or boring. Ter
rorism is working in this case. 

Other terrorists have sought victory 
by forcing a change in our behavior. 
On November 8, 1983, terrorists 
bombed the Capitol itself, sparking 
debate in the Senate as to whether we 
should surround the building with de
fensive barriers. But such barriers 
would undermine our democratic insti-
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tutions by diminishing the access of 
Americans to their own government. 
At the City College of New York on 
December 14, 1983, I said that "we de
cided almost unanimously against it. 
You have to be very careful not to let 
your institutions be affected by terror
ism." 

The Ayatollah Khomeini hopes to 
change our behavior with his threats. 
John Chancellor suggests that we 
deny him that victory, and invite 
Rushdie to make a book tour in the 
United States under all necessary pro
tection by our Government. I agree; 
regardless of whether we like Mr. 
Rushdie's book, the right to publish, 
sell, and read it cannot be held hos
tage by the Ayatollah. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Mr. Chan
cellor's commentary of February 28, 
1989, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
mentary was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

LET'S INVITE RUSHDIE 

One of the goals of terrorism is to force 
people to modify their behavior. When the 
Ayatollah Khomeini put Salmon Rushdie 
on a hit list, Rushdie modified his behavior. 
He's in hiding in England. And our behav
ior, as Americans, has been modified by the 
Ayatollah. Mr. Rushdie was scheduled to 
come here to go on an American book tour. 
Now he can't . That's an abridgement of our 
freedom to listen, whether we think his 
book is good, bad or boring. Terrorism is 
working in this case. 

So why don 't we invite Salmon Rushdie to 
come to the United States for a week or so 
to talk about his book? If we can protect 
Yasir Arafat we can protect Rushdie. Amer
ican authorities provide security all the time 
to controversial visitors to the United Na
tions. Television studios can be secured, 
hotels can be guarded, lecture halls can be 
protected. 

Instead, something curious and scary is 
going on. Everybody's acting as though the 
Ayatollah's killers are supermen who will 
strike once Rushdie makes a move. That's 
wrong. They're not, but it's precisely what 
the Ayatollah wants us to think. Why can't 
the President or the Attorney General say
if Americans want to listen to him, let 
Rushdie come here and we'll protect him. 
We'll let him speak, and we'll guarantee the 
right of Americans to listen to whomever 
and whatever they please. That's our right, 
and terrorists shouldn't be allowed to take it 
away from us. 

Would it be complicated and expensive to 
protect Rushdie? Sure. So is protecting free
dom. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn
ing business is closed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the order of 12 
noon having already arrived, the 
Senate will now go into executive ses
sion to consider the nomination of 

Louis W. Sullivan to be Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Louis W. Sullivan, 
of Georgia, to be Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time for debate on the nomination be
tween now and 1 p.m. is to be equally 
divided and controlled between the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
PACKWOOD] or their designees. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 

delighted to be here to support the 
nomination of Dr. Louis Sullivan to be 
Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Human Services. I might 
state we were ready to proceed on this 
matter yesterday, but the other side of 
the aisle had requested that we def er 
until today, and we were pleased to co
operate in that regard. 

Dr. Sullivan's nomination was re
ported out of the Finance Committee 
by a vote of 19 to 0. One member of 
the committee voted present. I am 
anxious to allow Dr. Sullivan to get on 
with the job, and to devote his full at
tention to the formidable task of man
aging the Nation's largest Cabinet de
partment. 

In his capacity as Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, Dr. Sulli
van's decisions are going to affect the 
lives of millions of Americans. For ex
ample, over 50 million Americans re
ceive help from Medicare or Medicaid, 
important programs that make health 
care available to people who are aged, 
poor, or disabled. Mothers and fami
lies who are caught up in the cycle of 
poverty around this country have new 
reason to hope for a meaningful 
future as HHS begins to implement 
last year's new welfare reform law. Mr. 
President, I am confident that Dr. 
Louis Sullivan is going to be a caring 
advocate for these and other vulnera
ble Americans. 

The challenges that are facing Dr. 
Sullivan as HHS cannot be overesti
mated. The programs of this over $400 
billion agency will be at center stage 
as we grapple with the deficit and with 
the budget that has been proposed by 
the President. When President Bush 
talks about a kinder and gentler Amer
ica, decisions about Health and 
Human Services programs are central 
to achieving the objectives he has in 
mind. During the Committee on Fi
nance's hearings on Dr. Sullivan's con
firmation, I was struck by how strong
ly many of my colleagues reacted to 
the President's proposals to cut Medi
care spending by over $5 billion next 
year. Within the committee, strong 

support was also shown for improving 
the health of our Nation's children, 
and for addressing the looming crisis 
in rural health care, a crisis reflected 
in the fact that we have had so many 
rural hospitals across this country 
close over the last 5 years. 

These are just a few of the f ormida
ble challenges that are going to be 
faced by Dr. Sullivan. I think he is 
well-equipped to meet these chal
lenges. As the president and dean of 
the Morehouse School of Medicine, he 
used his talents as a physician and an 
administrator to endow an institution 
and its students with a deep commit
ment to health care for society's most 
vulnerable citizens. 

Mr. President, I should note that 
there was some delay on the part of 
the White House in scheduling confir
mation hearings on Dr. Sullivan. We 
were prepared in the Finance Commit
tee to move on the nomination much 
sooner, but we were asked by the 
White House for some additional time 
so that some paperwork could be com
pleted. This paperwork in part in
volved Dr. Sullivan's arrangements 
upon leaving Morehouse, and was re
quired to ensure that there was not 
created any ongoing financial conflict 
of interest with his position as Secre
tary of HHS. I am confident that Dr. 
Sullivan has severed any connection 
between himself and Morehouse that 
could pose a problem. In fact, he did 
so at considerable sacrifice for himself 
and for his family. 

In looking at the arrangements 
made for Dr. Sullivan's departure 
from Morehouse, I and several of my 
colleagues are concerned that he may 
have been called on to do more with 
regard to foregoing severance pay 
than demanded by even the strictest 
rules and principles of equity and 
ethics. This issue deserves further ex
ploration, so I have asked the commit
tee staff to look into the severance pay 
issue with the staff from the Office of 
the Counsel to the President and the 
Office of Government Ethics. Dr. Sul
livan is not a wealthy man, and the 
amount of money that we are talking 
about is substantial for him. I do not 
want to needlessly discourage good 
and able men and women from seeking 
positions in Government service. 

I might say also that I am delighted 
that President Bush has made a re
newed commitment to improving 
access to affordable health care, to the 
implementation of welfare reform and 
to investing in the future of our Na
tion's children. His nomination of 
Louis Sullivan as Secretary of HHS is 
a good first step in the right direction. 
These areas of child health, rural 
health care, and welfare reform, are 
going to be among the top priorities of 
the Committee on Finance in the 
coming 2 years, and I look forward to 
working with Dr. Sullivan on them. I 
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urge the Senate to act promptly and 
favorably on his nomination. I defer to 
the ranking member on the commit
tee, the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

I, too, support Dr. Sullivan and sup
port him quite strongly. Let me make 
a couple things clear for the record, if 
I might, because there has been a big 
issue about the subject of abortion. 
Dr. Sullivan has made his position 
very clear. He supports President 
Bush's position. He is opposed to Fed
eral funding of abortion. He wants to 
overturn Roe versus Wade and will 
support that position. That is clearly 
not my position. I do support Federal 
funding of abortion, and I hope that 
Roe versus Wade is not overturned. 
But if I were to vote against Dr. Sulli
van, I would have to vote against him 
on that issue alone, no other issue, be
cause in every other respect from my 
standpoint he is eminently qualified. 
If I were to vote against him on that 
issue, in my judgment, it makes me as 
bad as the other side, which does not 
agree with me on this issue, that says 
that is the one issue I am going to vote 
on. I hope we have passed the eye-for
an-eye philosophy. I am willing to say, 
"Doctor, your department has lots of 
other things to do." As a matter of 
fact, the entire Department of Health 
and Human Services funded only 322 
abortions last year, almost all of them 
to save the life of the woman. Twelve 
or thirteen years ago the then Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, the predecessor to this Depart
ment, was funding almost a quarter of 
a million. So those opposed to funding 
won the battle. We voted on the 
Senate floor. The battle is lost from 
my standpoint, won from theirs. He 
fully realizes that the major things his 
Department has to do relate to Medi
care, Medicaid, Social Security, and 
tremendous budget restraints. I do not 
want to say budget cuts because Presi
dent Bush has asked that Medicare go 
up next year by $8 billion. If we do not 
change the law, it is going to go up $13 
billion, but it is not a cut from where 
we are this year. 

Those are the problems on which 
Dr. Sullivan has to work. Indeed, if we 
should be asking the question about 
abortion, we really ought to be asking 
it more of judicial appointments, espe
cially Federal court appointments, 
rather than the particular position he 
is going to hold. 

With that background, let me go on 
to the money and the allegation of the 
conflict. Dr. Sullivan was entitled at 
Morehouse to two different benefits. 
One was straight out severance pay, 
about $300,000, that he is entitled to 
when he leaves that job as dean. If he 
retires, if he comes to work for the 
Government, if he moves to Indonesia, 

he is entitled to that money. He has 
voluntarily agreed to give that money 
up. I think that is a mistake because I 
think it sets a bad precedent for 
others who might follow. There is 
nothing that says there is any conflict 
in his taking money he has earned in 
the past and that has nothing to do 
with if he ever was connected with 
Morehouse again. That he would be 
entitled to. I wish, frankly, he would 
reverse his personal decision and say, 
"That part I will take," because he is 
not a wealthy man. 

The second issue involves a sabbati
cal. A sabbatical is when in normal 
academic life you take a year off every 
7 years and you receive a full stipend 
or some part stipend from the college 
and you go back. The question is 
whether or not there could be a possi
ble conflict of interest in his receiving 
some pay from Morehouse while he is 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices in a department that has to pass 
on grants to medical schools, some of 
which go to Morehouse. There the 
Office of Government Ethics has ruled 
that he would have a conflict of inter
est. He is going to for go that also. He 
is not taking, either one. But that 
probably is legitimate to forgo. I think 
the other one is voluntary and he 
really should not lose it because he is 
not wealthy. I admire him for doing it, 
but I would not want the record to in
dicate that every employee would have 
to do that because it was an earned en
titlement that you have no matter 
what. 

With that behind us, I do not know 
where the President was going to find 
a better man with background qualifi
cations better than Dr. Sullivan, a 
physician of repute, an educator with
out peer. Anybody who can found a 
medical school, found it in the mid
seventies, raise the money for it and 
make it go, deserves a place in this 
Cabinet-as far as I am concerned, in 
any position, but to found one that is 
primarily black, to train doctors to 
serve in urban areas and rural areas 
where we are, very frankly, having a 
hard time getting graduates of normal 
medical schools, deserves a double ac
colade and he has made it go. 

The recommendations of the Geor
gia congressional delegations, House 
and Senate, were above reproach. The 
letters that we had from citizens who 
knew him in Atlanta, those who knew 
him in Boston when he was in Boston, 
are without compare. In every sense 
this man is qualified to do a first-rate 
job. The issue of abortion ought to be 
irrelevant, or at a maximum de mini
mis for this position at this time. 
Therefore, I entirely support his con
firmation and hope that the Senate 
will give him a 100-to-O vote this after
noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas controls the time. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
confirm the nomination of Dr. Louis 
W. Sullivan, M.D., to become the next 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices. As the chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, the committee that shares ju
risdiction with the Committee on Fi
nance over DHHS, I look forward to 
working with Dr. Sullivan in the years 
to come to address serious challenges 
which fall in the area of public health. 

Dr. Sullivan appeared before the 
Labor Committee yesterday to discuss 
his views on a number of important 
health and child care issues. I was im
pressed with his insights into complex 
problems, his commitment to the con
cerns we share, and his sensitivity to 
the problems of the uninsured, the el
derly, people infected with the AIDS 
virus, and those in urban and rural 
areas who lack access to basic medical 
care. 

The problems the Secretary of HHS 
will confront over the next few years 
go to the very heart of the many dif
ferent challenges facing the Nation. 

Thirty-seven million citizens have no 
health insurance coverage, either 
public or private. As a result, they are 
denied access to essential health care 
that should be a fundamental human 
right. 

Thirty million senior citizens and 
their families are at risk for the devas
tating cost of long-term care, either in 
a nursing home or in their own homes. 

The AIDS epidemic continues to 
threaten our society with the most 
devastating plague of the 20th centu
ry. Forty-nine thousand Americans 
have already died from this disease; 
over a million and half are infected 
with the deadly virus, and care needs 
could well bankrupt our health care 
system in the decade ahead. 

The National Institutes of Health 
are the envy of the world for their 
record of achievement in biomedical 
research, but the United States lags 
behind 18 other countries in protect
ing children against infant mortality. 

Minority citizens die at rates that 
shame us all; unnecessary deaths 
among blacks and other minorities 
from preventable and treatable illness
es number almost 60,000 a year; 

Hospitals are reeling under the pres
sures of soaring costs. An economical 
and effective prospective payment 
system is an essential element in the 
struggle against excessive inflation in 
these costs, but health care must 
never be held hostage to attempts to 
balance the budget on the backs of our 
hospitals. 

Efforts to contain health care costs 
must not compromise the high quality 
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of care that all Americans have come 
to expect. In searching for cuts, we 
must take the careful approach of the 
skilled surgeon, seeking to remove the 
excess without harming essential func
tions. 

I commend President Bush for nomi
nating Dr. Sullivan to lead us in meet
ing these and other challenges. He is a 
distinguished physician, medical re
searcher, and medical administrator. 
And I am also pleased to note that he 
has served or studied at a number of 
Massachusetts institutions-including 
Boston University, Harvard Medical 
School, Boston City Hospital, and the 
Boston Sickle Cell Center. 

One of the most impressive achieve
ments in his distinguished career in
volves the Morehouse School of Medi
cine. As the school's first dean and 
president, Dr. Sullivan created the 
medical school and built it into one of 
the Nation's most respected institu
tions for the training of physicians. He 
is widely recognized by his peers for 
his leadership, energy, commitment 
and contributions to academic medi
cine. 

Dr. Sullivan is also well known for 
his honesty and integrity. In accepting 
the call to public service, his efforts to 
avoid any hint or question of conflict 
of interest have been above and 
beyond those ordinarily demanded of 
the Nation's high officials. Dr. Sulli
van has voluntarily chosen to forgo a 
large amount of severance pay right
fully owed to him from his service at 
the Morehouse School of Medicine. 

In summary, I am proud to support 
the nomination Dr. Sullivan to become 
the next Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. His new Department 
has the widest array of Federal pro
grams and the largest budget. He is 
well-qualified for the position of Sec
retary of HHS and I urge the Senate 
to confirm his nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today 
we will be voting on the nomination of 
Dr. Louis Sullivan, President Bush's 
nomination as Secretary of the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices. Dr. Sullivan has my full support 
and I hope that all of my colleagues 
will likewise support this nomination. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services has the third largest 
budget in the world. Only the United 
States and Soviet Governments have 
budgets that are bigger. HHS adminis
ters and reviews countless domestic 
programs in America which touch 
every American every day. The thank
less task of administering this mam-

moth agency must fall on the shoul
ders of a compassionate professional. 

If I were to characterize Dr. Sullivan 
in just two words, I would call him a 
"compassionate professional." I be
lieve he is just exactly that type of a 
person. First of all, he is a respected 
health care professional. He has 
worked on a great number of the prob
lems that the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services would have to deal 
with. He has firsthand knowledge of 
the health care needs of Americans. 
He has worked to help low-income 
mothers and their children receive 
needed services while working against 
poverty in America. He has cared for 
the elderly and understands their 
needs. He will now head an agency 
that provides health care services to 
over 31 million elderly Americans; 
health care services for nearly 26 mil
lion low-income families; social serv
ices and cash benefits to over 40 mil
lion Americans; and health and social 
care to over 33 million Americans with 
disabilities. 

Dr. Sullivan's credentials to lead our 
Nation's health and human services 
program are impeccable. He is well
educated. He is articulate. He will be a 
great spokesman for all of these areas, 
and he is a respected author. His 
resume reads like that of one of the 
great people of this world, which he is. 
He is a noted hematologist and has 
trained amd taught at laudable medi
cal institutions including Harvard 
Medical School, New Jersey College of 
Medicine, Boston University, and since 
1975 has been the dean, president, and 
director of the School of Medicine at 
Morehouse College. 

I will not go into all the numerous 
awards and other matters that have 
made his life so important. But his 
record and experiences embodies what, 
I believe, is characteristic of what we 
need in a Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

So I am delighted that Dr. Sullivan, 
a progressive, compassionate, conserv
ative with proven abilities as an ad
ministrator, will accept the challenge 
of administering this essential Federal 
agency. His responsibilities will be 
large and diverse, and I admire his 
willingness to join the ranks of the 
dedicated public servants now serving 
HHS and other areas in the Presi
dent's Cabinet. 

Again, I call Dr. Sullivan a "compas
sionate professional," one who really 
will make a difference in this country. 
I urge my colleagues to support his 
nomination. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yield time? 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to join the other Members of the 
Senate who speak of their admiration 
for Dr. Sullivan. He has impressed us 
all. We are looking forward to his 
tenure as Secretary of the Department 
of Health and Human Services. He 
confronts a formidable task-the prop
osition that this is, indeed, as the Sen
ator from Utah said, a country with 
the third largest budget in the world
is a measure of the undertaking. 

I might say, since so much of our 
talk these days is of difficulty, that 
last evening I met with Dorcas Hardy, 
Commissioner of the Social Security 
Administration, who reports that the 
Social Security retirement and disabil
ity funds are rising at $89,000 a 
minute. Not all the news is of difficul
ty and strain. 

Nevertheless, I would like to address 
succinctly a matter which our distin
guished Chairman, LLOYD BENTSEN, 
raised in Dr. Sullivan's hearing before 
the Committee on Finance. The Chair
man and, I might add, the majority 
leader, questioned Dr. Sullivan about 
the JOBS Program-that is the train
ing program provided for in the 
Family Support Act which we adopted 
last year and which was enacted last 
year. This act is the first overhaul of 
the welfare system in half a century, 
from the time that it was first created. 
The chairman stated as to "whether 
or not [the JOBSJ Program is a discre
tionary program or an entitlement, 
• • • this was passed as an entitlement 
provision. And in less than 3 months 
after-enactment-the administra
tion's budget was presented to us un
dermining that entitlement feature 
and • • • in effect • • • making it a 
discretionary program. I am deeply 
concerned• • *,"said the chairman of 
our committee, Senator BENTSEN, and 
this Senator who is chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Social Security 
would like to echo those views. 

Mr. President, in the lOOth Con
gress, this body passed the Family Se
curity Act, the first overhaul of our 
Family Welfare Program, Aid to Fami
lies With Dependent Children 
[AFDCJ, in half a century. After 
months of negotiations, the House and 
Senate produced a conference report 
that was swiftly adopted by both 
bodies. My colleagues in the Senate 
voted 96 to 1 in favor. President 
Reagan signed the Family Support 
Act into law, Public Law 100-485, on 
October 13, 1988. 

One of the most important features 
of our welfare legislation was the cre
ation of a new entitlement program, 
the JOBS Program, to provide educa
tion, training, and work experience to 
AFDC parents. Indeed, the bipartisan 
consensus that secured passage and 
enactment of our legislation was large
ly founded on the simple premise that 
welfare mothers and fathers must 
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strive to support their children 
through work. It is the further obliga
tion of Government to do all in its 
power to help these poor parents make 
ready to enter the labor force. 

Toward this end, we created the 
JOBS Program. Upon introduction, 
the JOBS Program was to be an open
ended entitlement. Subsequently, in 
the Finance Committee's markup of 
our bill, concerns were raised about 
creating a new, open-ended entitle
ment program at a time of growing 
budget deficits. We argued, with the 
support of the Nation's Governors, 
that open-ended financing was the 
only sure way of providing the States 
with the fiscal assistance they needed 
to make the new work-training pro
grams a success. 

Still, we compromised. Working with 
the Governors, we agreed to make the 
JOBS Program a capped entitlement, 
but-and let there be no doubt about 
this-an entitlement nonetheless. 

The capped entitlement remained 
intact throughout Senate delibera
tions and the House-Senate confer
ence. Indeed, during the conference, 
again at the request of the Governors, 
we raised the caps to guarantee States 
solid Federal financial support in 
future fiscal years. As signed by Presi
dent Reagan, our new public law enti
tles States to 600 million Federal dol
lars in the current fiscal year, $800 
million in fiscal year 1990, $1 billion in 
fiscal year 1991-93, $1.1 billion in 
fiscal year 1994, $1.3 billion in fiscal 
year 1995, and $1 billion in fiscal year 
1996, and future fiscal years. 

This is the lynchpin to our JOBS 
Program, the point upon which Con
gress and the Governors and the Presi
dent agreed: States must be entitled to 
sufficient Federal resources so that 
they may, in accordance with statute, 
create new education, training, and 
work programs, target long-term wel
fare recipients to participate in these 
programs, and substantially increase 
rates of participation in these pro
grams. At the same time, States must 
act responsibly and take advantage of 
the Federal entitlement. A State that 
does not use these Federal funds will 
have only itself to blame. 

Mr. President, I review this legisla
tive history only to make the point 
that the entitlement status of the 
JOBS Program was neither an acci
dent nor an afterthought. The deci
sion to make the JOBS Program an 
entitlement, a radical departure from 
current law, was carefully considered, 
seriously debated, and deliberately 
adopted by this body, by the House, 
and signed by the President. 

Imagine our consternation, there
fore, when President Reagan, not 3 
months after signing this landmark 
legislation into law, sent us, on Janu
ary 9, 1989, a fiscal year 1990 budget 
that proposes to completely undo the 
JOBS entitlement. The outgoing 

Reagan budget proposes that the 
JOBS Program be a discretionary pro
gram, subject to annual appropria
tions, and that the maximum appro
priation in fiscal year 1990 be cut to 
$350 million. In short, our capped enti
tlement of up to $800 million would be 
reduced by more than half to a discre
tionary sum of only $350 million. 

Mr. President, this was appalling. 
This proposal, should it be permitted 
to stand, would clearly violate the law. 
The statute says it is an entitlement as 
much as any of the other entitlement 
provisions of the Social Security Act. 
And it is not within the preview of the 
President to say "I have changed my 
mind," and, therefore change the law. 
Yet, no particular protests were made 
because the budget of the outgoing 
President was soon to be revised by 
the incoming President. One month 
later to the day, on February 9, 1989, 
President Bush's budget revisions ar
rived, in a document entitled, "Build
ing A Better America." It arrived, Mr. 
President, but it shed little light. No 
mention was made of the JOBS Pro
gram; indeed, no mention was made of 
the Family Support Act at all. Still, we 
hoped. Silence could, perhaps, be in
terpreted to mean that President Bush 
would support the new statute, rather 
than his predecessor's budget. 

I spoke with Dr. Sullivan about this 
very point when he visited me in my 
office, on January 23, 1989, prior to 
his confirmation hearing before the 
Finance Committee. A number of us 
questioned Dr. Sullivan on this point 
again when he appeared before the 
Committee on Finance last week. 
Indeed, my distinguished colleagues, 
the majority leader and the chairman 
of the Finance Committee emphatical
ly made the point during the hearing: 
The JOBS Program must remain an 
entitlement. 

In the last 2 days, I have met with 
Governors Carroll Campbell of South 
Carolina and Bill Clinton of Arkansas. 
Both expressed the concern of their 
fell ow Governors that the JOBS Pro
gram maintain the entitlement status 
guaranteed in the new statute. 

On Monday, February 27, following 
my meeting with Governor Campbell, 
I spoke with Mr. Darman and raised 
this specific question. I can report to 
the Senate that Mr. Darman agreed 
with me that the moneys for the 
JOBS Program were in fact to be, by 
law, a capped entitlement. He indicat
ed that the exact amount made avail
able in the first budget round might 
not be that provided in the Family 
Support Act-$800 million in fiscal 
year 1990-but that this could be dealt 
with in a supplemental, should it 
become necessary. 

I hasten to state that this was a tele
phone conversation and cannot be con
sidered a formal undertaking by the 
distinguished Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget. But if it is 

an indication of his present thoughts, 
it is indeed reassuring. However, some
thing much more formal must come 
from the executive branch. 

Mr. President, I know Dr. Sullivan 
will want to address that matter. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin
guished ranking member for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. President, I congratulate Presi
dent Bush on his selection of Dr. Louis 
W. Sullivan as Secretary of the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human 
Services, and I am pleased to express 
my support and vote for his confirma
tion today. 

Dr. Sullivan is well-qualified for the 
position of Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, as reflected in his im
pressive list of accomplishments and 
experiences. In July 1975, the 41-year
old physician became the founding 
dean and director of the Medical Edu
cation Program at Morehouse College 
in Atlanta, GA. He was named the 
first president and dean of the More
house School of Medicine when it 
became independent from the college 
in 1981. 

Before joining the Morehouse Col
lege faculty, he held diverse teaching 
and administrative positions. Dr. Sulli
van began his academic career as an 
instructor of medicine at the Harvard 
Medical School from 1963 until 1964. 
He later served at the National Insti
tutes of Health and as an attending 
physician in Jersey City, NJ. From 
1966 through 1975, Dr. Sullivan held 
various positions at Boston University 
School of Medicine and Hospital in
cluding those of professor of medicine 
and physiology and professor of nutri
tion. Certainly this wide range of ex
perience will serve him well as Secre
tary for Health and Human Services. 

In addition, Dr. Sullivan belongs to a 
number of medical and scientific soci
eties, including the American College 
of Physicians, where he is a member 
of the Health Care Financing Subcom
mittee. He also holds many advisory 
and consulting positions, including 
membership on the Robert Wood 
Johnson Health Policy Fellowship 
Board of the National Academy of Sci
ences and membership on the Adviso
ry Committee to the Harvard-Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology Divi
sion of Health and Technology, Dr. 
Sullivan has conducted numerous re
search projects that include studies on 
vitamins and the effects of alcohol on 
certain health conditions. 

I am confident that Dr. Sullivan will 
be an effective leader on the many im
portant issues addressed by the De-
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partment of Health and Human Serv
ices. 

I support the nomination of Dr. Sul
livan to this post. If confirmed by the 
Senate, as I am sure he will be, I have 
every confidence that he will perform 
the new duties with exceptional skill, 
as he has in the other positions he has 
held in the past. 

I have had the opportunity to 
become personally acquainted with 
Dr. Sullivan and believe him to be a 
man of outstanding qualifications to 
take on this very important position. 

His professional career has already 
been outlined. Beyond what appears 
on paper, he is a man who presents 
himself extremely well. He is articu
late, he is personable, and I think he 
has the qualities to be an outstanding 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices. 

Mr. President, beyond those com
ments about Dr. Sullivan personally, I 
compliment President Bush and the 
administration in the support of Dr. 
Sullivan through a difficult confirma
tion proceeding. Some questions arose 
early on, I think, as a result of Dr. Sul
livan's not being totally experienced in 
the fast currents of the Washington 
political scene, and the administration, 
I think, gave the kind of support 
which was warranted and which has 
worked out. 

I also compliment my colleague, Sen
ator PACKWOOD, for his participation 
in this confirmation proceeding. There 
had been some publicity given to an 
early meeting between Senator PACK
WOOD and Dr. Sullivan, where Dr. Sul
livan testified at the hearings that he 
had misspoken, and that, too, was 
clarified. 

I particularly appreciated Senator 
PACKWOOD'S comment in voting in sup
port of Dr. Sullivan, that notwith
standing a disagreement on a single 
issue, a single issue ought not to make 
the determination as to qualification 
of a Cabinet choice, and I heartily 
agree with that kind of conclusion, 
that there are an enormous number of 
issues which face all of us in the dis
charge of our public duties. 

While there may be disagreements, 
even heated and vociferous disagree
ments, on a single issue, that ought 
not to be the determinant. So as these 
proceedings draw to a close, Mr. Presi
dent, I think it is going to be a good 
day for the United States with a man 
of this distinguished position, and I 
look forward to supporting Dr. Sulli
van both in the vote today and in the 
administration of his office. I urge my 
colleagues to give Dr. Sullivan their 
support. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 

the Senator from North Carolina 
spoke with me and indicates he does 
not want to go past 1 o'clock. I have 

no other speaker. I know of Senator 
THURMOND, who is not here, and Sena
tor CHAFEE, also. I wonder if the Sena
tor from North Carolina is ready to 
proceed now and take 5 or 6 minutes 
and stop and see where we are. 

Mr. HELMS. Very well. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 5 minutes 

to the Senator from North Carolina. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 
def er to the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank my distin
guished colleague from North Caroli
na. 

Mr. President, I rise to state that I 
support Dr. Sullivan's nomination for 
Secretary of HHS with enthusiasm, 
and I am pleased that our distin
guished chairman of our committee, 
Senator BENTSEN and Senator PACK
WOOD, the ranking member, have been 
able to work out with the administra
tion the fact that Dr. Sullivan will be 
able to retain the severance pay that 
he was originally apparently forced to 
give up. 

That struck me, as it did other mem
bers of the committee, when Dr. Sulli
van came before us, as an extremely 
onerous requirement upon Dr. Sulli
van. Certainly, none of us expects 
somebody to come into the administra
tion as a pauper and go out a wealthy 
person. Likewise, we do not expect 
somebody to come in with moderate 
wealth and go out of the administra
tion a pauper. That was a requirement 
that was about to be levied upon Dr. 
Sullivan. 

It appears that this matter will be 
worked out, and should Dr. Sullivan 
choose to retain that severance pay or 
that particular fund that we previous
ly have discussed, it would be possible, 
and I certainly hope that he will do it, 
because there is no possible conflict of 
interest in that. 

Dr. Sullivan appeared before our 
committee, as previously stated, and 
greatly impressed all of us. In addi
tion, he made personal calls on us. We 
had a chance to interview him and go 
over his record, and the administra
tion and the Nation are lucky to have 
obtained the services of a man such as 
Dr. Sullivan, so we look forward to a 
happy administration, a successful 
one. 

He confronts all kinds of challenges. 
I stand exactly in the same position as 
Senator PACKWOOD does as regards 
Roe versus Wade and the abortion 
issue. Nonetheless, Dr. Sullivan is the 
man for the job, and despite all these 
differences, I believe his nomination 
should be confirmed. 

I was extremely impressed with Dr. 
Sullivan's concern for and emphasis 
on the issues of access and prevention. 

To me, this suggests that he has, not 
just the background, but also the 
vision required to do the job. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Does the Senator 
from North Carolina want to proceed 
next or want to let Mr. THURMOND pro
ceed? 

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the nomination of 
Dr. Louis Wade Sullivan to be Secre
tary of Health and Human Services. 
The Department of Health and 
Human Services has a budget which is 
second only to that of the Pentagon. 
It is charged with the responsibility of 
administering programs which provide 
vital services to our Nation. I am confi
dent that President Bush has made a 
wise selection in his choice of Dr. Sul
livan to head this important Depart
ment. 

Mr. President, Dr. Louis Sullivan is 
well qualified to hold the demanding 
position of Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. A native of Atlanta, 
GA, he graduated magna cum laude 
from Morehouse College and received 
his M.D. degree cum laude from 
Boston University. He then completed 
an intership and a medical residency 
at New York Hospital, Cornell Medical 
Center. Dr. Sullivan also served a resi
dency in general pathology at Massa
chusetts General Hospital, after 
which, he became a research fellow in 
hematology at the Thorndike Re
search Laboratories of the Harvard 
Medical School at the Boston City 
Hospital. 

Dr. Louis Sullivan has been an as
sistant professor of medicine at the 
New Jersey College of Medicine; and 
successively, an assistant professor, 
and full professor of medicine, at the 
Boston University School of Medicine. 
While in Boston, Dr. Sullivan became 
codirector of hematology at the 
Boston University Medical Center, 
where he continued his research in 
that area. 

In 1975, Dr. Sullivan became the 
founding dean and director of the 
Medical Education Program at More
house College. When the Morehouse 
School of Medicine became independ
ent of Morehouse College in 1981, Dr. 
Sullivan was named its president. 
Since 1985, he has served with distinc
tion as president of that institution of 
medical learning. 

Dr. Sullivan's academic achieve
ments have been recognized through 
his induction into the Alpha Omega 
Alpha Medical Honor Society, and Phi 
Beta Kappa. He has also served as a 
member of the Institute of Medicine 
of the National Academy of Sciences; 
the Cancer Institute's National Cancer 
Advisory Board; and as vice chairman 
of the Commission on Health and 
Human Services of the Southern Re
gional Education Board. Dr. Sullivan 
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has been honored by numerous other 
professional and civic organizations. 

Mr. President, Dr. Louis Sullivan has 
demonstrated his effectiveness as an 
outstanding physican, teacher, and ad
ministrator. He is sensitive to the 
needs of the underprivileged and el
derly of our country. He is a dedicated 
leader, who possesses the expertise 
necessary to carry out President 
Bush's policies at the Department of 
Health and Human Services. Accord
ingly, I urge my colleagues to support 
Dr. Sullivan's nomination. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of the time I have 
to the Senator from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Would the Senator 
like additional time? I have another 3 
minutes, if he wants it. 

Mr. HELMS. I will try not to use it. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I yield an additional 

3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the distin

guished Senator from Texas. 
Mr. President, at the outset let me 

emphasize as strongly as I know how 
that I respect Dr. Sullivan for his 
many academic accomplishments and 
contributions to medicine. Nonethe
less, I am obliged to vote against his 
confirmation as Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. He is a civil man, 
a pleasant man, and I enjoyed the one 
conference I had with him. Obviously, 
he is a man of high ability and intelli
gence, but, nevertheless, having stud
ied the matter, some of the answers to 
questions and nonanswers to ques
tions-to be honest about it-that Dr. 
Sullivan has provided, I feel obliged as 
a matter of conscience to vote against 
his confirmation as Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

After reading and rereading his re
sponses to questions that I had sub
mitted for the record and after review
ing his responses to questions asked by 
other Senators at his confirmation 
hearing, I have concluded that one of 
two things is obvious: Either Dr. Sulli
van has no opinion on a number of 
issues or he is reluctant to voice his 
opinion, one or the other. If Dr. Sulli
van has no opinion on those issues 
which are of utmost importance to me 
and to a great many citizens I am priv
ileged to represent, I find myself trou
bled, that he may find himself vulner
able to manipulation by bureaucrats 
and powerful outside interests groups 
whose views are antithetical to those 
of the President of the United States, 
not to mention many of the rest of us. 
On the other hand, if he refuses to 
voice his position, he is doing a disserv
ice to the U.S. Senate and the Ameri
can public. So, in short, this is one of 
those rare instances where I will be 

casting my vote hoping that I will be 
proved wrong on both counts, and I 
fervently hope that I will be because I 
like the man and I wish that I could 
support his nomination. 

But let me offer a few examples: 
Senator ARMSTRONG, for example, 
asked Dr. Sullivan at his February 23 
hearing before the Senate Finance 
Committee whether he would recom
mend that the President sign an Exec
utive order banning fetal experimenta
tion on preborn children who have 
been aborted. Dr. Sullivan declined to 
give a definitive answer. 

On February 23 I asked him, 
through a question submitted for the 
record, whether he favored fetal ex
perimentation as reported in a Decem
ber 21 Atlanta Journal article. Dr. Sul
livan again refused to give a definitive 
answer. 

I believe the pro-life community as it 
is called, is unanimously opposed to 
fetal experimentation on an unborn 
alive child if it imposes more than 
minimal risk to the child. 

I cannot turn my back on that opin
ion. Furthermore, organ harvesting or 
tissue harvesting from dead babies 
who are the products of induced abor
tion is just as abhorent and just as 
egregious. We have condemned over 
and over again thousands of times the 
harvesting of tissues and organs of 
Jews murdered at the hand of Adolf 
Hitler. We should take care that we 
provide the same protection to the 
most innocent and helpless of human 
life, that is to say, unborn children. 
Dr. Sullivan has been unwilling to give 
that commitment, for whatever rea
sons satisfactory to himself. 

On February 23 I also asked in writ
ing whether Dr. Sullivan supported 
the Civil Rights Commission's recom
mendation to "resume investigation of 
allegations that children with disabil
ities are discriminatorily denied medi
cal treatment based on handicap." Dr. 
Sullivan refused to answer the ques
tion and merely stated that he would 
"explore • • • the extent to which we 
are meeting our responsibilities." 

Mr. President, that will not do. That 
is not enough. I like the man. But he 
owes us more of an answer than that. 

On February 27, Senator HATCH 
asked Dr. Sullivan in the Senate Labor 
Committee hearing whether he sup
ported notifying spouses if their part
ner is infected with the AIDS virus. 
Dr. Sullivan said he could not take a 
position on whether health authorities 
should notify spouses because it is a 
State issue. I am sure Dr. Sullivan 
knows that for years the Federal Gov
ernment has made recommendations 
to the States on treating and control
ling contagious diseases, including 
AIDS, and it continues to make recom
mendations on testing and contact 
tracing, so I find Dr. Sullivan's com
ments puzzling. 

On February 27, Senator COATS sub
mitted a host of questions and unfor
tunately, again, Dr. Sullivan would not 
take a position. 

Asked whether he would begin a 
study on the detrimental effects of 
abortion, Dr. Sullivan refused to 
commit to doing the study and simply 
said he would "work with the Director 
of CDC to explore the practicality of 
undertaking such a study." 

Asked whether he would support a 
widespread epidemiological study on 
the prevalence of AIDS infection, Dr. 
Sullivan said that "if the results of the 
feasibility study show it is possible to 
obtain accurate information at accept
able cost from household survey of 
HIV seroprevalence, CDC will recom
mend that the full national survey be 
conducted. • • *" 

Mr. President, that is a nonanswer. 
Dr. Sullivan would not take a position 
whether he would even approve CDC's 
recommendation. 

Senator COATS also asked Dr. Sulli
van whether he would support a Fed
eral confidentiality law which would 
repeal State confidentiality and right
to-know laws concerning AIDS. Dr. 
Sullivan said that he wanted to see the 
results of a study. He would not take a 
position. 

Asked whether he believed that 
living embryos, fetuses and newborns 
should be protected from research 
which poses greater than mimimal risk 
of suffering, Dr. Sullivan cited the De
partment's "commitment to the pro
tection of all human subjects in re
search" and a law which prevents the 
use of living fetuses in research. Dr. 
Sullivan did not state whether he sup
ported this policy or this law. 

Asked whether he supported re
search using the organs or tissues of 
children who are the products of an 
induced abortion, Dr. Sullivan refused 
to take a position. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has used his 7 minutes. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I have 3 minutes I 
had been holding for the junior Sena
tor from Georgia, but I do not believe 
he is going to appear. So I yield that 
to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is most 
generous, and I thank him. 

On questions relating to the starva
tion of newly born handicapped in
fants, Dr. Sullivan refused to commit 
to taking steps to enforce the law. I 
found that puzzling. Asked whether 
he would enforce the congressionally 
defined standard of care for severely 
handicapped infants, Dr. Sullivan 
merely said that he wanted to be up
dated on the progress and recommen
dations of a study being conducted on 
the subject by the Office of Human 
Development Services. That was a 
nonanswer. 
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Dr. Sullivan has also taken positions 

with which I disagree respectfully. He 
supports the reauthorization of title 
X-the so-called family planning bill 
provided that the title X program is 
not involved with abortions. I do not. 
The title X program is no more and no 
less than a safe sex program for teen
agers. The title X program is funding 
and will continue to fund school-based 
birth control clinics. It is the leading 
Federal funder of Planned Parent
hood, an organization bound and de
termined to destroy the ethical fiber 
of this country. 

Dr. Sullivan supports abortion in 
cases of rape and incest. I do not. In 
my opinion, if one really believes that 
that baby in the mother's womb is a 
real, live person, than I cannot under
stand how he can support imposing a 
death sentence on the child because 
the child was conceived by force. 

Mr. President, I will not further con
sume the Senate's time except to reit
erate what I said at the outset. I re
spect Dr. Sullivan for his intelligence 
and demonstrable academic accom
plishments. However, his failure or re
fusal, one or the other, to take posi
tions on a number of extremely impor
tant issues, at least important to me, 
leaves me with no alternative but re
gretfully to cast my vote against his 
nomination. 

I do it with no animus toward him 
and I wish him well, and I hope he will 
prove me wrong in his service as Secre
tary of HHS. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following items, be print
ed in the RECORD: First, my questions 
and Dr. Sullivan's responses; and 
second, Senator COATS' questions and 
Dr. Sullivan's responses to those ques
tions. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
QUESTIONS FOR LOUIS SULLIVAN CONFIRMA

TION HEARING, SENATE COMMITTEE ON FI
NANCE, FEBRUARY 1, 1989 
(1) What is an abortion? 
(2) As a doctor, when do you believe life 

begins? 
<3> On December 18 you reportedly stated 

to the Atlanta Journal that you support a 
woman's right to an abortion. On December 
21 you are quoted as saying, " ... my pri
vate situation . . . is that there should be 
that right [to an abortion]." On January 23 
Evans and Novak reported that you have 
told Senator Packwood you favor abortion. 
On January 24, the New York Times report
ed that you have told other legislators that 
you support legalized abortion. 

How does your current position differ 
from all these accounts? 

(4) In the December 21 Atlanta Journal 
article you stated that you do not believe 
the federal government should be involved 
in funding abortion "because it's such a divi
sive, emotional issue with such polarization 
on both sides." 

How does your current position differ 
from the position you took on December 21? 

<5> Do you believe that tissues and organs 
should be removed from an aborted child 
while that child is still alive? 

(6) Do you believe that tissues and organs 
should be removed from a dead aborted 
child? 

<7> On December 21 the Atlanta Journal 
reported that you favor fetal experimenta
tion. How does your current position differ 
from that reported in the Dec. 21 article? 

(8) Should the lives of the handicapped be 
protected from the time of birth? 

(9) Do you oppose the actions of some doc
tors who deny lifesaving medical treatment 
or food and fluids to newly born handi
capped infants? 

(10) According to a press release of the 
Civil Rights Commission dated January 12, 
next month the Commission will release a 
report which recommends that the Execu
tive Branch "resume investigation of allega
tions that children with disabilities are dis
criminatorily denied medical treatment 
based on handicap." 

Will you support the Commission's recom
mendation? 

Hon. JESSE HELMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

FEBRUARY 27, 1989. 

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: Enclosed please find 
my answers to your questions presented by 
Senator Symms in conjunction with my con
firmation hearings before the Senate Fi
nance Committee. I have also sent a copy of 
my responses to the Committee for inclu
sion in the hearing record. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D., 

Secretary-designate, 
Department of Health and Human Services. 

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE 
RECORD BY SENATOR JESSE HELMS 

Question 1: What is an abortion? 
Answer: An abortion is the premature ex

pulsion of a fetus from the womb, which 
may be either spontaneous or induced. 

Question 2: As a doctor, when do you be
lieve life begins? 

Answer: I believe that life begins at con
ception. 

Questions 3 and 4: On December 18 you 
reportedly stated to the Atlanta Journal 
that you support a woman's right to an 
abortion. On December 21 you are quoted as 
saying, " ... my private situation . . . is that 
there should be that right [to an abortion] ." 
On January 23 Evans and Novak reported 
that you have told Senator Packwood you 
favor abortion. On January 24, the New 
York Times reported that you have told 
other legislators that you support legalized 
abortion. 

How does your current position differ 
from all these accounts? 

In the December 21 Atlanta Journal arti
cle you stated that you do not believe the 
Federal government should be involved in 
funding abortion "because it's such a divi
sive, emotional issue with such polarization 
on both sides." 

How does your current position differ 
from the position you took on December 21? 

Answer: I am in full accord with President 
Bush's views on abortion. I oppose abortion 
except to save the life of the mother and in 
cases of rape and incest. I am in favor of a 
pro-life amendment to the Constitution and 
I am in favor of overturning Roe v. Wade. 

Consistent with these views, I wholeheart
edly support the Hyde Amendment. The 
Federal Government should not be funding 

abortions, except when the life of the 
mother is in danger. 

Question 5: Do you believe that tissues 
and organs should be removed from an 
aborted child while that child is still alive? 

Answer: No. Tissues and organs must not 
be removed from a living fetus, infant or 
child, nor an adult without his or her con
sent. 

Questions 6 and 7: Do you believe that tis
sues and organs should be removed from a 
dead aborted child? 

On December 21 the Atlanta Journal re
ported that you favor fetal experimenta
tion. How does your current position differ 
from that reported in the December 21 arti
cle? 

Answer: I have a strong conviction that no 
action should be taken that would encour
age or promote abortion. 

The Department of Health and Human 
Services has a longstanding commitment to 
the protection of all human subjects in re
search. In addition to the Department's 
broad regulations protecting research sub
jects, there are special regulations to guard 
against exploitation of vulnerable research 
subjects- especially pregnant women, fe
tuses and children. 

Our regulations prevent the use of living 
fetuses in research unless there is a thera
peutic benefit to the fetus or unless the re
search poses essentially no risk to the fetus 
<n.b. the test for this latter exception is that 
the research is conducted on fetuses in 
utero without reference to whether the 
fetus is to be carried to term or not>. Con
gress has codified these strong protections 
into section 498 of the Public Health Service 
Act. 

Question 8: Should the lives of the handi
capped be protected from the time of birth? 

Answer: Yes, the lives of the handicapped 
should be protected. 

Question 9: Do you oppose the actions of 
some doctors who deny lifesaving medical 
treatment or food and fluids to newly born 
handicapped infants? 

Answer: It follows from my previous 
answer that I would of course oppose ac
tions that would deny lifesaving medical 
treatment or food and fluids to newly born 
handicapped infants. I believe medical care 
should always be provided when beneficial. 
In addition, nourishment should always be 
provided. 

Question 10: According to a press release 
of the Civil Rights Commission dated Janu
ary 12, next month the Commission will re
lease a report which recommends that the 
Executive Branch " resume investigation of 
allegations that children with disabilities 
are discriminatorily denied medical treat
ment based on handicap." Will you support 
the Commission's recommendations? 

Answer: I intend to explore with the Jus
tice Department and HHS Department per
sonnel what our authorities are in this area 
and the extent to which we are meeting our 
responsibilities. If there are deficiencies, I 
will make recommendations to correct 
them. 

DR. SULLIVAN'S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD DURING CON
FIRMATION HEARINGS 
Question 1: I would like to ask you a series 

of questions related to abortion activities in 
Title X projects. 

(a) Do you believe for purposes of Title X 
that abortion is a method of family plan
ning? 
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(b) Do you agree with the statement made 

by President Reagan on July 30, 1987 that 
"At present, the coexistence of abortion 
with federally-supported family planning 
services fosters the view that abortion is an 
acceptable and government-sanctioned 
method of family planning"? 

<c> In your opinion, should Title X clinics 
which refuse to separate their abortion ac
tivities from legitimate forms of family 
planning be eligible to receive Title X 
funds? 

<d> What steps will you take to implement 
proposed regulations creating a wall of sepa
ration between abortion and legitimate 
family planning? Will you direct the De
partment to appeal-if necessary to the Su
preme Court-all court rulings which would 
overrule, in whole or in part, those regula
tions. 

< e) What further steps will you take to 
assure that the original legislative intent of 
Congress with respect to Title X is carried 
out? 

Answer: <a> I agree with the view em
bodied in Title X that abortion is an unac
ceptable method of family planning and 
that, as such, Title X family planning 
should not include abortion-related services. 
I support the concept that proper family 
planning should reduce the incidence of 
abortion. 

(b) Abortion is antithetical to the pur
poses of Federal family planning programs. 
It is important that the integrity of the 
Title X program be established as a pro
gram which in no way promotes or facili
tates access to abortion. The message of the 
Title X regulations issued on February 2, 
1988 is that the Federal government does 
not sanction abortion as a method of family 
planning and that it will not provide fund
ing for actions that assist a woman with an 
unintended pregnancy to obtain an abor
tion. 

(c) Clinics which refuse to separate their 
abortion activities from legitimate Title X 
family planning services should not be eligi
ble to receive Title X funds. I support the 
rules issued on February 2, 1988 which re
quire that a Title X project be organized so 
that it is physically and financially separat
ed from prohibited abortion-related activi
ties. 

(d) I support the implementation of these 
important regulations and will ask the Jus
tice Department to appeal any court order 
barring implementation. I will also ensure 
that the Department continues to imple
ment the regulations, to the extent practi
cal, where not enjoined. 

<e> To the extent practical, I intend to im
plement the new rules where not enjoined 
by court order from doing so. 

Question 2: President Bush has said that 
the Federal Government must establish 
policies to encourage women with un
planned pregnancies to consider adoption as 
a life-giving, positive option for their babies. 
Pregnant adolescents especially need help 
in sorting through the long-term implica
tions of their choices. Since the Title X 
family planning program is the largest Fed
eral program specifically targeted at adoles
cents, this would be an important place to 
reach adolescents with information about 
adoption. Do you support allowing Title X 
projects to provide, at their discretion, adop
tion services? 

Answer: Title X projects are intended to 
provide services to help individuals deter
mine the number and spacing of their chil
dren. This includes a broad range of accept
able and effective methods to limit or en-

hance fertility, including contraceptive 
methods amd the management of infertility 
<adoption may be considered as one method 
of infertility management>. Although Title 
X does not fund pregnancy care services 
after pregnancy has been diagnosed, Title X 
projects are required to facilitate access to 
prenatal care and social services, including 
adoption services, that might be needed by a 
pregnant client to promote her well-being 
and that of her child. 

Question 3: The Adolescent Family Life 
Demonstration Program is the only Federal 
program that targets adolescents with a 
message of abstinence and provides real al
ternatives to abortion (including the option 
of adoption>. Can we count on your support 
for full funding of this demonstration pro
gram? 

Answer: I support continued full funding 
of the Adolescent Family Life Program. As 
you may know, President Bush's budget pro
vides for full funding of the program at $10 
million. As I stated before the Senate Fi
nance Committee last week, I intend to ac
tively encourage adoption and other alter
natives to abortion. 

Question 4: Each year, over 1.5 million 
women undergo abortions. Since the legal
ization of abortion in 1973, 20 million abor
tions have been performed in the United 
States. 

On January 9, the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service reported to the Presi
dent his conclusions on the health effects 
<both physical and psychological) of abor
tion for women. 

The Surgeon General found documenta
tion that after abortion there can be infer
tility, a damaged cervix, miscarriage, prema
ture birth, low birth weight babies, etc. But 
he further noted that conclusive data did 
not exist due to poorly kept records. 

With regard to psychological damage, he 
concluded that "at this time, the available 
scientific evidence about the psychological 
sequelae of abortion simply cannot support 
either the preconceived beliefs of those pro
life or of those pro-choice." The Surgeon 
General then recommended to the Presi
dent that consideration be given to going 
forward with an appropriate prospective 
study on women who have undergone abor
tions. 

Given the apparent lack of information 
and data on the health risks associated with 
abortion will you direct the Centers for Dis
ease Control to begin to conduct a prospec
tive study on women who have undergone 
abortions? 

Answer: The Centers for Disease Control 
has looked into the feasibility of a study of 
the physiological and psychological conse
quences of childbearing. 

At the request of the Surgeon General, 
CDC convened a meeting of invited consult
ants on February 29, 1988 to discuss the fea
sibility of conducting a prospective study. 

Although the group members seemed to 
agree that a prospective study of abortion/ 
childbirth morbidity would be valuable, 
they also agreed that there are significant 
problems designing and implementing such 
a study. The best study design would be 
methodologically difficult, including enroll
ment of large numbers of women prior to 
pregnancy, with frequent follow up until 
pregnancy, and then post-pregnancy follow 
up for at least 5 years. New psychological in
struments would need to be developed and 
standardized. I will work with the Director 
of CDC to explore the practicality of under
taking such a study. 

Question 5: This past year, the Senate en
tertained floor debate on the issue of 

whether a spouse should have the right to 
know that his or her spouse has been infect
ed with the AIDS virus. In light of the 
deadly nature of this disease, do you believe 
that a spouse should be notified. 

Answer: The Department of Health and 
Human Services has a stated policy to 
strongly encourage notification of sexual 
and needle-sharing partners of HIV positive 
persons as part of the nation's HIV preven
tion strategy. 

This policy was published in CDC's Mor
bidity and Mortality Weekly Report in 
August 1987 and was expanded and empha
sized in a special report on partner notifica
tion published in July 1988. 

CDC has notified States that they must 
have a plan for partner notification as a 
condition of funding for AIDS prevention 
programs. As of July 1988, all 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands had a policy of urging HIV 
positive patients during their counseling ses
sions to notify their own sex and needle
sharing partners. In addition, 48 States plus 
the District of Columbia and the Territories 
provide health department assistance to in
fected persons in notifying at least some 
partners if requested. 

One of the most important reasons that 
State and local health departments have 
not provided more widely available assist
ance in partner notification is that the nec
essary resources-both financial and trained 
personnel-are not available to them. 

The Department will work to enhance the 
effectiveness of programs for notifying the 
spouse of a person who is infected with HIV. 
On an ethical basis, there is a compelling ar
gument for such a policy. 

The primary purpose of spouse or other 
partner notification programs is to reduce 
transmission of HIV in our population. The 
way in which such programs are structured 
has a major impact on their effectiveness. 

The most desirable way to effect spousal 
notification is by supporting the infected 
person in the process of notifying his or her 
own spouse. Programs, such as those operat
ed by blood banks to counsel seropositive 
donors, have demonstrated that with suffi
cient support, most married HIV infected 
persons are able to and will notify their own 
spouses. Some may require assistance. 

Adoption of such a program at the Feder
al level still will require implementation and 
enforcement at the State and local level. We 
have already demonstrated, however, that 
with proper support and encouragement, 
the States and local areas will implement 
such programs in the absence of Federal 
legislation, and will expand these programs 
as resources become available. 

Many professional societies, including the 
American Medical Association and the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, are consid
ering positions strongly encouraging spouse 
and sex partner notification. These posi
tions should be encouraged, and the Depart
ment should work with these organizations 
as well as with State Medical Societies and 
other organizations to develop educational 
programs for physicians to help them deal 
with this important issue. 

A major concern of all groups is that coer
cive spousal or partner notification pro
grams not discourage individuals at high 
risk of HIV infection from participating in 
counseling and testing or drive them to
wards participation only in anonymous test
ing programs in which sex partner identifi
cation would not be possible. 

Were Congress to pass legislation mandat
ing notification of spouses of HIV infected 
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persons, I would do my best to see that such 
requirements are complied with. It will be 
important to consider, in developing any 
such requirements, the issue of physician li
ability. 

Question 6: There are large discrepancies 
in the estimates about the actual number of 
persons who have been infected with the 
AIDS virus. Some federal health officials es
timate the number to be up to 1.5 million. 
Others place the number closer to 10 mil
lion. In June of 1986, President Reagan or
dered the Centers for Disease Control to 
conduct a wide-spread epidemiological study 
to determine the rate and prevalence of the 
virus. That study was never begun. Will you 
direct the CDC to conduct a wide-spread 
study? 

Answer: CDC estimates that the number 
of persons in the United States infected 
with HIV is between 1.0 and 1.5 million. 
This estimate is compatible with data ob
tained from CDC's "family of HIV seropre
valence surveys," testing of military re
cruits, results from HIV surveillance in sen
tinel hospitals, and serosurveys of childbear
ing women. 

In response to President Reagan's direc
tive, CDC has awarded a contract to con
duct a national household survey to deter
mine the prevalence of HIV in the general 
population of the United States. The con
tract requires the work to be completed in 
two phases. Phase I is a feasibility study, 
and Phase II is the national survey. Phase I 
is currently underway. 

If the results of the feasibility study show 
that it is possible to obtain accurate infor
mation at acceptable cost from a household 
survey of HIV seroprevalence, CDC will rec
ommend that the full national survey be 
conducted, and CDC will request the funds 
necessary to conduct that survey. If pilot 
and pretest results indicate that accurate 
data cannot be obtained from such a survey, 
CDC would not recommend proceeding. Ac
curate information is critical, but a survey . 
which either underestimated or overesti
mated HIV seroprevalence could impede ef
forts to plan appropriately for AIDS/HIV 
control and prevention efforts and neces
sary services. 

Question 7: During the lOOth Congress, 
there was an effort here in the Senate to 
enact a Federal confidentiality law. That 
law would have repealed State laws that 
allow certain individuals to be notified if 
they will handle or have handled body 
fluids of an AIDS patient. Do you support 
enactment of a Federal confidentiality law 
which does not take into account individuals 
who come into contact with the AIDS virus? 

Answer: I believe that strong confidential
ity protections for information about AIDS 
patients or persons infected with HIV are 
necessary, and I also believe that any such 
protections must include provisions for re
vealing information, under carefully con
trolled and limited circumstances, when it is 
necessary to protect the health of others. 

I understand that the Department is now 
studying, at the request of Congress, the 
State laws that protect the confidentiality 
of information about AIDS patients and 
persons with HIV-infection. When that 
study is completed, and we have a sense of 
the extent and nature of the protection 
under State law, I will consider whether 
Federal legislation is necessary or desirable, 
or whether this is best left to the States. 

Question 8: Do you believe that living em
bryos, fetuses, and newborns should be pro
tected from biomedical and behavioral re
search activities that involve greater than 

minimal risk of suffering, injury, or death 
unless the activities are designed to benefit 
the fetus or newborn? 

Answer: The Department of Health and 
Human Services has a longstanding commit
ment to the protection of all human sub
jects in research. In addition to the Depart
ment's broad regulations protecting re
search subjects, there are special regula
tions to guard against exploitation of vul
nerable research subjects-especially preg
nant women, fetuses and children. 

Our regulations prevent the use of living 
fetuses in research unless there is a thera
peutic benefit to the fetus or unless the re
search poses essentially no risk to the fetus 
<the test for this latter exception is that the 
research is conducted on fetuses in utero 
without reference to whether the fetus is to 
be carried to term or not). Congress has 
codified these strong protections into sec
tion 489 of the Public Health Service Act. 

Question 9: Fetal tissue implants may 
offer the promise of improving the treat
ment of a number of intractable afflictions 
ranging from Parkinson's disease to diabe
tes. I say may because scientists are still de
bating the effectiveness of such procedures. 
While the goal is certainly admirable, the 
means used to achieve the goal, namely har
vesting aborted children, raises numerable 
ethical and moral questions. Do you believe 
that an unborn or newborn child who has 
died as a result of an induced abortion 
should be used for purposes of research or 
transplantation? 

Answer: Generally, fetal, child, and adult 
cadavers are now treated largely alike under 
Federal and most State laws. However, we 
need to recognize that fetal cadavers, unlike 
adult and child cadavers, often become 
available as a result of a volitional act, 
namely, an induced abortion. 

In March 1988, the Assistant Secretary for 
Health imposed a moratorium on NIH
funded research involving the transplanta
tion of human fetal tissue from induced 
abortions. This moratorium was put in place 
in order to give the NIH the opportunity to 
examine the ethical, legal and scientific 
ramifications through an independent advi
sory committee. 

I anticipate that it may be a month or so 
before I formally receive the complete pack
age. At that time, I would expect to review 
the entire file and consult thoroughly with 
members of Congress and various partici
pants of the ad hoc panel, among others. 

I can assure you that guiding my decision 
is a strong conviction that no action should 
be taken that would encourage or promote 
abortion. It would not be appropriate to en
courage women to have an induced abortion 
for the purpose of obtaining tissue for re
search. 

Question 10: Dr. Sullivan, I have been 
troubled by reports that the Child Abuse 
Amendments of 1984, which prohibit dis
criminatory denial of medical treatment to 
children born with disabilities, have been in
adequately enforced. In particular, I am told 
that quite a number of the state agencies 
that get federal funds to enforce that law 
have policies that on their face are out of 
compliance with it. Would you commit the 
Department, under your leadership, to re
quire the state agencies to submit their poli
cies and procedures to HHS? And would you 
commit the Department to conduct a thor
ough review of those policies to ensure that 
any state agency that is found to be out of 
compliance revises its policies as a condition 
of receiving federal funding under this pro
gram? 

Answer: I plan to look into this matter 
and to explore with the Justice Department 
and HHS Department personnel what our 
authorities are with respect to the Child 
Abuse Amendments of 1984 and the extent 
to which we are meeting our responsibilities. 
If there are deficiencies, I will take steps to 
correct them. 

Question 11: I have one further question 
about the enforcement of this law. The law 
includes a very detailed standard for what 
medical treatment must be provided chil
dren born with disabilities. It is equally pre
cise about the exceptions-what treatment 
may legally be withheld. But I am told that 
there are some who argue that states do not 
have to enforce this federally defined stand
ard of care to get funding. They say that de
nials of treatment in violation of this stand
ard of care must be reported to a state 
agency, but that the agency and the state 
courts don't actually have to require that 
treatment be provided in accordance with 
it-that each state can set its own rules on 
who will live and who will die. My question 
is whether it will be the intention of HHS 
under your leadership to enforce the con
gressionally defined standard of care, or 
whether you will fund states whose agencies 
or courts apply a different standard of care? 

Answer: Although I have not personally 
reviewed the child-abuse legislation and its 
implementing regulations, I understand 
they do contain detailed requirements 
States must follow in dealing with reports 
of withholding of medically indicated treat
ment to infants. 

I further understand that an Office of 
Human Development Services task force is 
looking into (1) whether States have the 
necessary processes in place to comply with 
these requirements and (2) what further 
steps the Department should take to en
courage and promote enhanced compliance 
in this area. After I am confirmed, I will ask 
HDS to update me on the task force 's 
progress. 

Question 12: The absence of reliable data 
on the number of children in foster care 
makes it difficult to analyze and monitor 
the movement of children in and out of sub
stitute care. Will you work with the Office 
of Management and Budget to put in place 
a system to enable us to gather foster care 
data? 

Answer: I understand that the Office of 
Human Development Services is already 
working with OMB to develop an extensive 
plan for collection of data covering children 
in foster care. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank all Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 

congratulate President Bush on his se
lection of Dr. Louis Sullivan to be the 
new Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

Dr. Sullivan is widely respected 
among faculty members and adminis
tration officials in the Nation's col
leges and universities. I have heard 
many complimentary remarks from 
friends in the higher education com
munity about Dr. Sullivan's intelli
gence, his capacity for hard work and 
his pleasant personality. 

I enjoyed a recent meeting with Dr. 
Sullivan in my office and was very fa
vorably impressed with him and his 
commitment to use his abilities to the 
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fullest in administering the programs 
of the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

As a southerner I am proud that our 
region will be represented in the Presi
dent's Cabinet by a man who is so 
highly regarded and so obviously well 
qualified for the challenge of this im
portant undertaking. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my support for 
President Bush's nominee for Secre
tary of the Department of Health and 
Human Services. The importance of 
this position cannot be underestimat
ed. The next Secretary will preside 
over a department that affects the 
lives of almost every American. He will 
be responsible for a department with a 
budget of more than $400 billion and 
will be handling some of the most 
complex issues facing our country 
today. Dr. Louis Sullivan is an accom
plished and thoughtful health care 
professional who promises to meet suc
cessfully the enormous challenges of 
this position. 

The most difficult problems he will 
face will be in the field of health care. 
Dr. Sullivan's strong background in 
this area will prove invaluable at a 
time when health care costs are soar
ing and increasing numbers of people 
are left without insurance to cover the 
costs of even the most basic care. Dr. 
Sullivan's experience as a practicing 
physician and as a medical school ad
ministrator give him a depth of under
standing of the ethical choices that we 
as a country will have to make in the 
future. In his testimony at the Fi
nance Committee hearing, he very 
thoughtfully discussed the serious di
lemma that our country must begin to 
face-as a result of our advanced medi
cal technology, we are now able to per
form more services than we can rea
sonably afford. His understanding of 
cost containment issues and the ethi
cal questions involved is strengthened 
by his insights into the problems of 
the uninsured. Because of his efforts 
to improve medical care in under
served areas, he has a deep under
standing of the great inequities in our 
existing system and the importance of 
addressing these issues within the 
broader context of the health care 
system. I have great confidence that 
Dr. Sullivan will do more than react to 
the problems before us. As a result of 
his background and unusual sensitivi
ties, I believe that Dr. Sullivan will be 
a leader in developing a national 
policy for our country's health care 
system. I look forward to working with 
him on this very important effort. 

My brother Dr. William H. Dan
forth, who is the chancellor of Wash
ington University in St. Louis and a 
physician himself has known Dr. Sulli
van for many years. His comments 
about the nominee very effectively 
summarize my own feelings: 

Dr. Louis Sullivan's background of accom
plishment in medicine, science and educa
tion demonstrates that he has the ability to 
be a strong Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. Perhaps even more important, he 
is a man of integrity and conscience who un
derstands and has wrestled with the great 
questions of justice and of equity. I am cer
tain he will be more than strong; he will be 
outs tan ding. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the confirmation of Dr. 
Louis Sullivan as Secretary of the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices. While Dr. Sullivan has been nom
inated for one of the most difficult 
jobs in Washington, he has assured me 
and my colleagues on the Senate Fi
nance Committee that he looks for
ward to the task with commitment 
and enthusiasm. 

As a member of the committee, and 
as the former chairman of the Health 
Subcommittee, I am painfully aware 
of the tremendous challenge we face 
in providing health and human serv
ices to the most deserving of our citi
zens in a time of severe fiscal con
straints upon the Federal budget. 

The citizens most dependent upon 
the programs within the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Health and 
Human Services are of ten the most 
frail in our society-children, the el
derly, and the disabled. As our popula
tion ages we face an enormous burden 
of assuring the soundness of the Social 
Security system, the fiscal solvency of 
the Medicare Program, and the safety 
net of Medicaid coverage for poor el
derly. 

At the same time we are aware of 
the serious problems facing children in 
America today. As our colleage Sena
tor MOYNIHAN often reminds us, one in 
five American children lives in pover
ty. Often these children do not have 
access to basic health care services. We 
must find viable ways to invest in the 
health and welfare of the Nation's 
children or we will pay a tremendous 
price for our failure to do so-both in 
fiscal costs and in human costs. 

I commend Dr. Sullivan for his will
ingness to take on this great task and 
pledge my support to work with him 
to protect the important programs of 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services. We will be called upon to 
make difficult choices. We may have 
disagreements about those choices. 
But we must keep in mind that we 
share a common goal-to provide 
access to health care and other critical 
human services for all of our citizens. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there is 
no department of Government that 
has the capacity of impacting on as 
many lives as does the Department of 
Health and Human Services. From the 
conduct of basic biomedical research 
to the financing of disability benefits, 
the Department deals with those in 
the dawn of life and those nearing the 
sunset of their days. 

Lou Sullivan is uniquely qualified to 
lead this vast agency and represent its 
many constituencies. 

Mr. Chairman, there are huge prob
lems facing America today; AIDS; the 
skyrocketing cost of medical care; the 
steadily disappearing rural hospital; 
an unacceptable level of infant mortal
ity; the need for long-term care; the 
need to break the welfare cycle; the 
need to reassure our elderly of our 
support; and the continuing need to 
break down physical and attitudinal 
barriers that keep America's disabled 
out of the mainstream. 

Lou Sullivan is a proven administra
tor who has dedicated his career to ex
cellence-not only in the development 
of a high quality school of medicine, 
but also in his teaching, research, and 
in outreach to every segment of socie
ty. 

He is a man of strong intellect who 
can master both the issues and the bu
reaucracy. 

He is a man of strong conviction who 
can take the lead in achieving the 
kinder, gentler Nation President Bush 
envisions. 

He is also a man who can lead others 
and provide the direction and support 
needed to energize the human re
sources available at HHS. 

He brings the sensitivity of one who 
has cared for patients and the hard
headedness of a CEO who has built a 
medical school. 

President Bush has made a quality 
pick for HHS, he deserves our support. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I support 
the nomination of Dr. Louis Wade Sul
livan to be Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services, perhaps more than 
any other Federal agency, touches the 
lives of each and every one of our citi
zens. Aside from administering the 
Social Security, Medicare, and Medic
aid Programs, the Department also is 
responsible for administering many of 
the programs that provide support 
services to families. Administering 
these programs is a huge job, but a job 
that is vital if we are to address the 
issues of drug abuse, adoption assist
ance, foster care, child abuse preven
tion, day care, and many other of the 
problems facing us as a society today. 

Of equal importance, are the health 
programs administered by the Depart
ment through the Public Health Serv
ice, the National Institutes of Health, 
and the Centers for Disease Control. 
Good health care and prevention of 
disease are vital to the well-being of 
our people. Cardiovascular diseases, 
such as stroke and heart attack, are 
the leading causes of death in this 
country, followed by cancer. Today, al
though we have conquered many of 
the diseases of the past that so rav
aged our country-such as polio and 
smallpox-too much still remains to be 
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done. A great deal is yet to be learned 
about occupational diseases, and ev
eryone is concerned about the growing 
number of AIDS cases, and diseases as
sociated with the elderly, such as Alz
heimer's disease. 

Access to quality health care is also 
an issue that must be addressed. Un
fortunately, there is a shortage of 
medical doctors in many areas of our 
country, and rural hospitals in many 
States are closing. West Virginia is not 
unaffected by these problems. 

A chain is only as strong as its weak
est link. So is our Nation strong, as 
long as our people flourish. It is essen
tial that we maintain our Federal com
mitment to bettering the lives of those 
suffering from disease, and in finding 
solutions to those unique problems 
that confront our families today. 

Dr. Sullivan has stated his strong in
terest in biomedical research, and in 
programs, to assist the disadvantaged, 
our children and the elderly. 

I, too, have a strong interest in 
seeing that the Federal commitment 
remains strong, and I hope that Dr. 
Sullivan will work with the Congress. 
Dr. Sullivan is well-respected, and I be
lieve that his background in the field 
of health, education, and public serv
ice will be an asset in meeting the de
mands that will be placed on him as 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices. As previously indicated, I support 
Dr. Sullivan's nomination. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the nomination of Dr. Louis 
W. Sullivan to become Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

Dr. Sullivan's credentials have al
ready become familiar to us all. As the 
president and former dean of More
house School of Medicine in Atlanta, 
GA, as a former professor of medicine 
at Morehouse and at Boston Universi
ty, and in his numerous other profes
sional positions, Dr. Sullivan has a 
clear record of accomplishment and 
achievement. 

What is less well known is the 
breadth and depth of Dr. Sullivan's 
experiences. Dr. Sullivan has served 
on numerous occasions as a consultant 
to the National Institutes of Health, 
including the National Cancer Insti
tute, and has served both the Veter
ans' Administration and the Food and 
Drug Administration in an advisory ca
pacity. Dr. Sullivan has also been in
volved with such organizations as the 
National Leukemia Society, the Asso
ciation for Academic Minority Physi
cians, and the National Academy of 
Sciences, to name only a few. 

In short, Dr. Sullivan has had a 
career filled with knowledge and expe
rience in many of the areas of medi
cine and health policy which he will 
face as Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. But the greatest 
knowledge, and the most impressive 
credentials would mean little without 
the vision which Dr. Sullivan has 

shown throughout his career. As a 
leader in establishing Morehouse 
School of Medicine, Dr. Sullivan has 
shown a commitment to and under
standing of the needs of minority stu
dents, and has found a way, at More
house, to turn an important idea into 
a successful reality. 

It is my hope that Dr. Sullivan will, 
as Secretary, turn that same creative 
energy toward a new and massive 
problem: the health care and human 
services needs of the American people. 
More than ever, vision is needed. And 
more than ever, fiscal and attitudinal 
barriers exist which hinder change. 
Dr. Sullivan is given today the chal
lenge of doing better than the best 
that can be done, because the Ameri
can people have great needs, and those 
needs can wait no longer. 

While the scope of the issues facing 
Dr. Sullivan is staggering, including 
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, 
programs affecting children, the elder
ly, and the disabled, and the health 
and human service needs of a nation, I 
share Dr. Sullivan's view that health 
promotion and disease prevention pro
grams should receive a high priority in 
the years to come. As a cost-efficient 
means of improving both the quality 
of life and the health of the American 
people, we could not do better than to 
give people access to health inf orma
tion, health care, and a chance at a 
better life. 

I look forward to working with Dr. 
Sullivan and my colleagues on the 
committee in achieving compassionate 
and fiscally responsible solutions to 
the complicated and important prob
lem of how best to deliver health care 
and human services now, and in the 
years to come. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the confir
mation of Dr. Louis Sullivan for Secre
tary of Health and Human Services. 

I have been impressed with his un
derstanding of the critical issues in 
health care today, particularly the 
need to control escalating costs while 
ensuring both access and quality in 
health care services for all Americans, 
especially those who are poor, elderly, 
disabled, or disadvantaged. 

I was also heartened to hear from 
Dr. Sullivan that he shares the Presi
dent's commitment to ensuring that 
Americans with disabilities take their 
rightful place in the economic main
stream of society. In that context, I 
look forward to working with him on 
the Americans With Disabilities Act, 
so that together we can bring down 
the barrier of discrimination that 
denies too many of our disabled citi
zens the opportunities that should be 
theirs as a matter of law. 

He has also expressed both publicly 
and privately his sensitivity to the 
health care needs of rural America. 
We must work cooperatively to ad
dress these critical health care needs-

because not to address them will result 
in severe economic consequences for 
all America. I hope to see the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, 
under Dr. Sullivan's direction, take a 
leadership role in this effort. 

Finally, the issues of prevention of 
disease and morbidity must continue 
to occupy a preeminent place in our 
battle to improve the health of our 
citizens. We must be aggressive in pur
suing our commitment to biomedical 
research, reducing infant mortality, 
preventing the ingestion of pesticides, 
and improving the health and safety 
of the workplace. 

In my capacity as chairman of the 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education Appropriations Sub
committee, I look forward to exploring 
these issues in depth with Dr. Sullivan 
at his April 10 hearing regarding the 
HHS budget. 

In closing, I would like to express my 
confidence that with Dr. Sullivan as 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, the challenges that confront 
us today will be dealt with in a com
passionate, thoughtful and responsible 
way. I am pleased to vote for his con
firmation today. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I am pleased to have the oppor
tunity to speak in support of President 
Bush's selection to be Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services faces some of the 
most significant challenges of our soci
ety and holds within it the promise of 
creating for all Americans a better 
more fulfilling life. 

It is in the programs of this Depart
ment that President Bush, Dr. Sulli
van, and Congress will be called upon 
to make the tough choices and deci
sions that will make this Nation 
kinder and gentler. 

As Secretary of HHS, Dr. Sullivan 
will be called upon to advise the Presi
dent on health, welfare, and income 
security policies and programs. 

Through its five program divisions 
including the Social Security Adminis
tration, Health Care Financing 
Agency, Office of Human Develop
ment, Public Health Service, and the 
Family Support Administration the 
programs and policies of HHS manage 
to touch just about every American 
during their lifetime. 

With an annual budget of approxi
mately $400 billion, HHS administers 
the third largest budget in the world, 
behind only the budgets of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

Dr. Sullivan has an impressive 
resume and brings considerable quali
fications to the job. Dr. Sullivan is a 
graduate of Moorhouse College in At
lanta. He received his medical degree, 
cum laude, from Boston University. 
From there he became an instructor in 
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medicine at the Harvard Medical 
School and an assistant professor of 
medicine at the New Jersey College of 
Medicine. 

More than any of the other remark
able achievements of Dr. Sullivan's 
life-and there are many-I believe 
the founding of the medical education 
program at Moorhouse College in 1975 
is his finest. Its development into an 
independent program in 1981 shows 
not only the deep commitment to a 
better life for all Americans that Dr. 
Sullivan holds but also his ability to 
make that commitment become a re
ality. 

Mr. President, I come before you 
today with a spirit of great optimism 
for this Department. We are of course 
faced with some formidable problems 
in the health care field that in many 
ways are the results of our many suc
cesses. People are living longer than 
ever before and are enjoying levels of 
health far beyond those dreamed pos
sible only a decade ago. 

We have the most technologically 
advanced health care system in the 
world and exellent, well-trained physi
cians, nurses, and other health prof es
sionals. 

Yet the benefits of this system are 
unevenly distributed and some lack 
access to even basic services. Moreover 
this is true even though we are spend
ing more than any other nation on 
health services. 

Why then am I optimistic? Because 
the convergence of leadership in Con
gress and in the Bush administration, 
coupled with recognition among 
health care providers that change is 
essential and eminent, provides an un
paralleled opportunity for us to shape 
the health care system of the future. 

We need a system that is kinder and 
gentler and provides access to cost ef
fective services for all of our citizens, 
young and old, urban and rural, rich 
and poor. 

I do not wish to underplay the diffi
culties which we will encounter or the 
obstacles we must overcome because 
they are formidable. 

But with the leadership of Dr. Sulli
van, together we can deal with these 
issues and craft a more responsive yet 
more cost effective health care system 
for the future. 

Because of the preeminence of the 
issues facing this Department, there 
were many of us who wanted to see a 
Secretary with "inside the beltway" 
Washington experience, who already 
had one foot in the door ready to 
tackle the challenges before us. 

However, I believe Dr. Sullivan has 
proven to me, to other Members of the 
Senate, and to the country that he has 
sound understanding of the issues and 
of the awesome challenges before him 
and that he is committed to working 
with the President, the Congress, and 
the people to see that the responsibil
ities are carried out. 

I look forward to the fresh ideas, the 
new energy, and insight Dr. Sullivan 
will bring to this position. 

If I could heed one note of caution it 
would be to point out the importance 
for him as he carries out the vast 
duties of Secretary of HHS to not lose 
sight of the overall picture. 

He should have a full understanding 
of the issues facing the Department 
and work with Members of Congress 
and others in accomplishing this goal. 
I believe he will do this without losing 
sight of the traditional, basic values 
that have driven him to accomplish 
the things he has. 

I was pleased to hear Dr. Sullivan 
state before the Finance Committee 
that he has "developed the habit of 
consultation-of seeking the wisdom 
and experience of others, exploring 
many alternatives, and sometimes 
playing devils advocate in order to un
derstand all sides of an issue." This 
will be an important part of his job as 
Secretary of HHS. If we are to meet 
the formidable tasks ahead we must 
work together in developing sound 
policies to the problems facing this 
Nation. 

I think it is interesting to note, that 
it is the nomination of the so-called 
Washington outsider that is moving 
smoothly through the Senate and it is 
the nomination of the Washington in
sider that is facing difficulties. 

This Nation faces many serious chal
lenges ahead. There are no more easy 
solutions. Options will be limited and 
decisions will be tough. 

But again, I do not look upon this as 
a burden, but as new challenges and 
opportunities. It is when this country 
is in crisis, that it proves itself worthy 
of being the superpower that it is. 

As we move forward, we must contin
ue to change our attitude about how 
we measure a great society-to meas
ure a country's greatness not by the 
amount of money we spend on various 
programs, but by the amount of op
portunity we provide every member of 
society. 

This is the type of thinking that was 
reflected in the passage of the welfare 
reform legislation lead by the distin
guished Senator from New York and 
the type of thinking that will allow us 
to move forward in other areas includ
ing, coverage for the uninsured, great
er employment opportunities for the 
disabled, and strengthening family life 
and family values. 

Mr. President, I believe we have a 
candidate that is deeply committed to 
improving the quality of life for all 
Americans, who will provide fresh in
sight to the challenges before us, and 
has the ability to work with others to 
accomplish common objectives. 

I commend President Bush on his se
lection, and I hope all of you will join 
with me in support of his nomination. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
rise with pride today to support Presi-

dent Bush's nomination of Dr. Louis 
Sullivan to be this Nation's new Secre
tary of Health and Human Services. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services [HHS] is responsible 
for the largest component of the Fed
eral budget, including such important 
programs as Social Security, Medicare, 
and Medicaid. 

As my colleagues are aware, Federal 
spending on human resources has ex
ceeded national defense every year 
since 1971. HHS controls most of that 
allocation. 

In fact, the budget that Dr. Sullivan 
will oversee, a budget of around $400 
billion, is larger than the budgets of 
all of the world's independent nations 
except perhaps the Soviet Union. The 
"World Fact Book" <CIA) for 1987, for 
example, lists the total government 
expenditures for the United Kingdom 
at $314.5 billion; France at $217.5 bil
lion; and Germany at $121.3 billion. 

In his new position, Dr. Sullivan will 
have a critical responsibility for help
ing to shape much of this Nation's 
human resource spending, spending 
that touches the lives of nearly every 
American. 

As Dr. Sullivan told the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources: "The 
commitment to serve is the unifying 
force at HHS" and its 114,000 employ
ees nationwide. 

HHS policy and spending have a 
direct impact on such important issues 
as the homeless, rural hospitals, AIDS 
victims, Indian health, medical re
search, mental health research, and 
health care for the poor and elderly. 
Key block grants from the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services 
also will have a direct bearing on the 
success or failure of our new war on 
drugs. 

Many of the scientific break
throughs that we hope will come soon 
in the study of the human genome, 
schizophrenia, and the AIDS virus will 
occur in HHS laboratories and 
through HHS grants. 

Better biomedical research and 
treatments for mental illness will have 
impact in every nation looking for 
better ways to treat its victims of 
AIDS, mental illness, and even heart 
disease. 

The President's nominee for Secre
tary of HHS reminded the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources that his notion of service will 
not forget "our continued assault 
against cancer, heart disease, diabetes, 
arthritis, and the other disorders af
flicting our citizens." 

There is no Federal department 
where this commitment to service can 
have greater potential for affecting 
the lives of millions of citizens direct
ly. 

I am optimistic that Dr. Sullivan will 
be confirmed by the full Senate. I 
therefore take this opportunity to em-
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phasize a very important and fairly 
new initiative in the National Institute 
of Mental Health [NIMHl. Under the 
leadership of Dr. Lewis Judd, the Na
tional Advisory Mental Health Council 
has produced a national plan for schiz
ophrenia research. 

I commend this excellent plan to Dr. 
Sullivan for his early review and sup
port. I believe firmly that this blue
print for the future of mental health 
deserves the Secretary's full support. I 
also believe that such support will 
produce many rewards for the Depart
ment. More importantly, it offers hope 
for the millions who suffer from this 
dreaded disease. 

Dr. Sullivan has also stressed his 
commitment to fighting drugs in our 
society. He has reminded us that he 
understands how the problem of drugs 
"gnaws at the fiber of our families and 
the stability of our social structure." 
He has promised to "work long and 
hard • • • in doing all I can to halt 
this terrible epidemic." 

I will support his every effort to stop 
this terrible epidemic on every possi
ble front. 

Regarding the Nation's health, Dr. 
Sullivan is committed to rural and 
inner city health needs. He has called 
for proper and dignified treatment to 
improve "the relatively poor health 
status of our minority citizens: Black, 
Hispanic, Native American and those 
others who have yet to fully realize 
the American dream." They will, he 
said, "be of special concern to me." 

Mr. President, President Bush is to 
be commended for nominating Dr. Sul
livan to take on the challenges that 
will make us a "kinder and gentler 
nation." 

Dr. Sullivan is a graduate of More
house College <B.S.) and Boston Uni
versity <M.D.). He was an instructor in 
medicine at Harvard Medical School, 
professor of medicine and physiology 
at Boston University School of Medi
cine, and the founder and first dean 
and president of the Morehouse 
School of Medicine. His commitment, 
energy, and contributions to academic 
medicine are well known among his 
peers. 

Mr. President, Dr. Louis Sullivan 
will bring that same energy and com
mitment to the leadership post of the 
U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

He will make a great Secretary of 
HHS, and I am proud to cast my vote 
for his confirmation. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to lend my strong support to the 
confirmation of Dr. Louis Sullivan as 
Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

We have plenty of difficult problems 
for Dr. Sullivan to deal with here in 
Washington. I would like to highlight 
one area that needs a strong advocate 
at the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

The delivery of health care in rural 
America has reached a crisis stage. 
One-fourth of all Americans live in 
rural areas. But they're older and have 
less resources than those in urban 
areas. Thirty percent of the Nation's 
seniors who are eligible for Social Se
curity and Medicare, and 38 percent of 
those living below the poverty line, 
live outside of cities. 

Often Government programs, par
ticularly those designed to bring effi
ciency to public policy, are created 
without an understanding of their 
impact on rural America. Dr. Sulli
van's own area of expertise, health 
care, offers good examples. 

Rural hospitals are in trouble. Medi
care prospective payment may be effi
cient when a 17-bed hospital in the 
middle of New York City or Chicago is 
forced to close. But close a hospital of 
that size in Roundup, MT, and you 
have eliminated reasonable access to 
health care for thousands of Ameri
cans and disrupted an important foun
dation of the local economy. 

It is not just hospitals. It is also doc
tors. I am told by many of my col
leagues who live in cities that they 
have a glut of physicians, too many of 
them. In Montana, over half of the 
counties are having a hard time trying 
to recruit a single primary care doctor. 
No wonder, when a doctor takes call 24 
hours a day, and then discovers that 
Medicare pays him or her 30 percent 
less than a colleague living in a city. 
This just isn't right. 

Dr. Sullivan will be assuming tre
mendous responsibility for the health 
and well-being of our Nation's citizens. 
I am impressed that he has expressed 
a willingness to learn more about 
those areas of this country that he has 
not visited, and that he has agreed to 
come to Montana. I look forward to 
showing him firsthand the problems 
that frontier hospitals and doctors 
have in providing health care to rural 
America. 

I have asked Dr. Sullivan that he re
member that in rural America, doctors 
anchor hospitals, hospitals anchor 
local economies, and economies anchor 
people. Any break in the chain can de
stroy lives-destroy whole communi
ties. 

I look forward to working with Dr. 
Sullivan to solve some of these very 
difficult problems. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the nomina
tion of Louis W. Sullivan, M.D., for 
the off ice of Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. As Dr. Sullivan em
phasized in his statement before the 
Finance Committee last week, this De
partment "touches the lives of Ameri
cans wherever they are most vulnera
ble-from the beginning of life, 
through health and sickness, from the 
foods we eat to the medicines we take, 
to the care of the elderly and dis
abled." I hope and trust that Dr. Sulli-

van will hold firm in his commitment 
to ensuring the health and welfare of 
all people in our country with the re
solve he has demonstrated throughout 
his distinguished career. 

Formerly the president of the More
house School of Medicine in Atlanta, 
GA, which he helped found and had 
headed since 1975, Dr. Sullivan is 
viewed as an accomplished physician, 
a committed academic, and a success
ful administrator. He has been par
ticularly active in championing re
search on health problems facing mi
norities and takes pride in the record 
of Morehouse School of Medicine for 
sending scores of young minority phy
sicians into medically underserved 
rural areas and inner cities. 

Mr. President, the challenges facing 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services today are gargantuan, espe
cially in light of the budget deficit. 
The Department has a $400 billion 
budget, which is larger than that of 
but a few major nations. Dr. Sullivan 
has acknowledged the immensity of 
this role and has stated his intention 
to bring a new spirit of kindness and 
compassion to the Department. 

I heartily concur with Dr. Sullivan's 
priorities: containing escalating medi
cal costs without sacrificing quality 
care for all, emphasizing health pro
motion, sustaining and improving pro
grams like Head Start and Aid to Fam
ilies with Dependent Children, ad
dressing children's health issues, bol
stering biomedical research, and focus
ing our resources on the poor, the dis
advantaged, and the neglected in our 
society. As a member of the Finance 
and Labor and Human Resources 
Committees, I look forward to working 
with Dr. Sullivan in these endeavors. 

Mr. President, I urge that my col
leagues do confirm the nomination of 
Dr. Sullivan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. Under the previous 
order, the hour of 1 p.m. having ar
rived, the Senate will now proceed to 
vote on the nomination. The question 
is, Will the Senate advise and consent 
to the nomination of Louis W. Sulli
van, of Georgia, to be Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI] is absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KOHL). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 98, 
nays 1, as follows: 

Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 

[Rollcall Vote No. 16 Ex.J 
YEAS-98 

Bingaman Breaux 
Bond Bryan 
Boren Bumpers 
Boschwitz Burdick 
Bradley Burns 
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Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 

Helms 

Mikulski 

Hatfield 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
Matsunaga 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 

NAYS-1 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wilson 
Wirth 

NOT VOTING-1 

So the nomination was confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

NOMINATION OF ADM. JAMES D. 
WATKINS, OF CALIFORNIA, TO 
BE SECRETARY OF ENERGY 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the clerk will 
report the nomination. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Adm. James D. Watkins, of 
California, to be Secretary of Energy. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum without 
the time being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Debate on the nomination is limited 
to 20 minutes to be equally divided 
and controlled by Senators JOHNSTON 
and McCLURE. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to bring before the Senate 
President Bush's nomination for Adm. 
James D. Watkins to be Secretary of 
Energy. The Commission on Energy 
and Natural Resources, just this morn
ing, cleared this nomination by a vote 
of 19 to nothing. And I would like the 
RECORD to show, as I have just indicat
ed, that we are, first of all, bipartisan; 
second, unanimous; and, third, very 
expeditious in the way that we are 
dealing with this nomination. 

Perhaps the reason for that is that 
James D. Watkins, former Chief of 
Naval Operations, distinguished Amer
ican, deserves that kind of treatment. 
He has that kind of record. He is a 
man of that substance and that repu
tation. 

Mr. President, the most important 
message of this nomination is that we 
as a government are going to treat 
energy with the importance it de
serves. 

After 8 years of neglect, perhaps we 
can begin to put our energy house in 
order. 

After 8 years, perhaps we can ac
knowledge that there is a Federal role 
and responsibility for energy. 

Perhaps we can admit that accom
plishments in energy are not auto
matically suspect because the Federal 
Government is involved. 

The President has sent us a highly 
qualified, committed nominee for Sec
retary of Energy. He has announced 
his intention to nominate Henson 
Moore, widely respected in the field of 
energy policy, to be Deputy Secretary. 
These nominations must be followed 
by the naming of qualified, committed 
people for the important subordinate 
positions in the Department-Director 
of the Nuclear Waste Program, Assist
ant Secretary for Defense Programs, 
Assistant Secretary for Environment 
Safety and Health, the head of the 
Uranium Enrichment Program, to 
name only a few. 

The quality of the people in these 
positions is very, very important for 
Admiral Watkins' success as Secretary. 

He will need people he can rely on in 
these positions. The Energy Depart
ment faces an array of problems of un
precedented magnitude. Solution of 
these problems will call for strong, 
active, professional leadership and a 
substantial commitment of resources, 
things often missing in the last admin
istration. 

DOE WEAPONS COMPLEX 

Admiral Watkins' first priority at 
DOE is restoring the creditability of 
the Department's nuclear weapons 
complex. 

This is a very tricky job. On one 
hand, he must be an advocate of 
safety and cleaning up the environ
ment. He must tell people what he 
plans to do. He must let them com
ment on his plans, and he must re
spond to their comments. He must be 
open, candid, and above suspicion. He 
must have credibility with the public. 

On the other hand, he should re
member that there are some people he 
is never going to satisfy. We have 
spent hundreds of millions of dollars 
on civilian nuclear reactors in a futile 
attempt to satisfy professional nuclear 
critics. They aren't satisfied. They 
never will be. 

He must make safety his priority. He 
must be sensitive to safety, he must 
manage with safety in mind, he must 

go the extra mile for safety. But he 
does not have a charter to throw away 
hundreds of millions of taxpayers' dol
lars just because of a minority that 
does not understand or care about real 
safety. 

The proper course is to bring the 
best scientific and engineering minds 
available to analyze what has to be 
done, assure that the plan will pass 
review by those who know the most 
about the science involved, establish a 
scientific consensus that the plan is re
sponsible and adequate to protect the 
public health and safety, and then 
stick to it. 

The Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources will do what it can to 
help build support for a responsible 
plan that is based on sound scientific 
analysis and engineering judgment. 

ATTENTION NEEDED TO OTHER ISSUES 

The problems of the defense com
plex will get the media attention. 
However, Admiral Watkins must not 
let this distract him from several very 
important non defense issues that re
quire urgent action by the Depart
ment. 

OIL 

By far the most serious nondefense 
issue is the state of our oil supplies. 
Oil is the most important energy 
source in any national energy policy. 

Half our energy consumption is oil. 
In some important cases, such as 
transportation, it is impossible or too 
expensive to use fuels other than oil. 

Way too much oil is imported from 
the Middle East. One look at what is 
going on there today should be suffi
cient to see the folly of over depend
ence on this source of oil. 

In 1988 we imported 42 percent of 
our oil. Three years ago we imported 
31 percent. The bulk of that growth 
has come from OPEC. 

Our domestic production of oil is 
falling at the fastest rate in modern 
times. We lost a million barrels per 
day of production between 1986 and 
1988. Lower 48 oil production today is 
the lowest it has been since 1950. 

The President has proposed some 
tax incentives for oil production. That 
is all right as far as it goes. But it does 
not go far, and it costs the Treasury 
money. Senator BENTSEN and I intend 
to reintroduce our oil import fee legis
lation. An import fee not only boosts 
domestic production, it also reduces 
the deficit. 

We need to get Henson Moore con
firmed. I cannot think of a better 
person to help create an oil policy that 
matches the dangers we face from our 
growing oil dependence. We need to 
act now. 

NUCLEAR WASTE 

The nuclear waste program has not 
had a director since 1987. The Depart
ment needs a top-quality person in 
this job now. 
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There is tremendous exposure in 

this program-politically and finan
cially. Moreover, having an effective 
civilian radioactive waste program is 
essential to the success of efforts to 
clean up defense radioactive wastes. 
The defense high-level radioactive 
wastes will be placed in these facilities. 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT 

We urgently need to reform the 
DOE Uranium Enrichment Program, 
or DOE will lose many of its domestic 
utility customers. We have already 
lost most of the world market. 

Reform requires legislation. Last 
Congress we passed legislation in the 
Senate to deal with this problem. We 
will need the administration's help in 
this Congress, especially in the House. 

ADVANCED REACTORS 

The DOE program to develop the 
next generation of nuclear reactors 
needs attention. The current program 
lacks focus and is facing rising facility 
costs. 

We need to demonstrate to the 
public that modular reactors with pas
sive safety features can be designed, fi
nanced, constructed, and licensed in a 
reasonable fashion. DOE's program is 
supposed to do this, but it is not. 

We simply cannot do without nucle
ar power if we hope to deal with elec
tricity demand growth and the chal
lenge of global warming. 

SCIENCE FACILITIES 

The previous administration pro
posed many more scientific facilities 
than could possibly be funded in the 
current budget climate. The supercon
ducting super collider is only the most 
visible part of the problem. 

Priorities must be established. The 
science community seems to recognize 
this. DOE's leadership in matching 
what we want with what we can afford 
is essential. 

ACID RAIN 

President Bush has declared that 
the administration will support legisla
tion dealing with acid rain. Clean coal 
technology should be part of this 
effort. 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

The growing concern over the possi
bilities of global climate change has 
important implications for energy 
policy and energy use. DOE should be 
a significant participant in all research 
and development programs and policy 
studies dealing with this issue. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased 
that Admiral Watkins is going to be in 
this position of Secretary of Energy 
which is, perhaps, the most daunting 
challenge that we have ever given to 
anybody in the Cabinet, in terms of 
building and refurbishing plant and 
equipment and cleanup of toxic waste, 
outside of wartime, at any time in the 
history of this country. He is, indeed, 
deserving of all the tremendous acco
lades he has received. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield to Senator ADAMS such time 
as he may require. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the chairman 
of the committee. I rise in support of 
this nomination. 

We are very pleased to have a person 
in this admiral who is not only experi
enced but is a person dedicated to 
moving forward with many of the 
waste problems, as the chairman has 
said. We look forward to working with 
him. 

Mr. President, I rise today to speak 
in support of the confirmation of 
Adm. James Watkins as Secretary of 
Energy. I have reviewed the admiral's 
record. I have met with him and with 
Deputy Secretary-designate W. 
Henson Moore to discuss the major 
problem areas within the Department 
as they effect the State of Washington 
and national security policies. I am im
pressed with what I have found. 

I want to report to my colleagues 
and the citizens of my State that I 
found Admiral Watkins most candid 
and forthright about the difficult 
challenges he faces in his newest serv
ice to the Nation at the Department of 
Energy. First and foremost, the admi
ral recognizes that in addition to the 
myriad of physical and budget prob
lems facing the Department-especial
ly in terms of environmental, safety, 
and modernization requirements at its 
nuclear weapons production complex
the management structure and philos
ophy of the Department needs some 
major renovation. This reform is long 
overdue and as a former Cabinet Sec
retary who has struggled through a re
organization of a major Federal 
agency, the need for internal reform 
may well be the most daunting task 
the new Secretary will face. 

Second, Mr. President, the State of 
Washington has recently completed a 
long and difficult set of negotiations 
with the Department of Energy, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Justice Department 
to develop a comprehensive cleanup 
plan for the Department of Energy's 
Hanford Reservation. The resulting 
agreement, which is expected to 
become effective within the next 2 
months, will provide a detailed blue
print for cleaning up more than 1,000 
waste sites at Hanford. 

This agreement is an historic turn
ing point in the relationship between 
the State of Washington and the De
partment of Energy. Without litiga
tion, in a spirit of good faith, the De
partment of Energy and the State, 
under Gov. Booth Gardner's leader
ship, have worked out a new program 
for cleanup. In the process, the negoti
ations have ushered in what many of 
us hope is a new era of cooperation be
tween our State and the Department 
of Energy and the Federal Govern
ment. Senator MARK HATFIELD and I 
both discussed the importance of this 

agreement with Admiral Watkins in
cluding the need to provide additional 
funding in the current fiscal year to 
support this agreement. I am pleased 
that this additional funding has been 
made available and that the Hanford 
agreement has been reached. 

I want to commend the admiral for 
his understanding and support for en
vironmental restoration as a Depart
ment priority. I look forward to work
ing with him on this endeavor and on 
the many other problems facing both 
the State of Washington and the De
partment as a whole. These include 
issues as diverse as the Bonneville 
Power Administration, energy conser
vation, basic science research, and new 
missions for the fast flux test facility. 
All are vital to the Nation and to my 
State. All will require a new openness, 
a new level of cooperation with affect
ed States and interests, and a new re
lationship with the Congress that has 
not been in evidence in past practices 
at the Department of Energy. 

Admiral Watkins faces a daunting 
task, but his tenure comes at a point 
in time when the Department of 
Energy is truly at a crossroads. I wish 
him well and urge my colleagues to 
support his confirmation. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. President, on March 1, 1989, the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources favorably reported the nomi
nation of Adm. James D. Watkins to 
be Secretary of Energy by a unani
mous vote. I look forward to working 
with Admiral Watkins toward what I 
believe to be our common goal-the 
development and implementation of a 
comprehensive national energy policy 
to insure an energy-independent, 
healthy, and safe future for America. 

Mr. President, I am greatly con
cerned with a general lack of national 
energy awareness and the absence of a 
true comprehensive national energy 
policy. Today, the United States is 
more dependent on foreign oil than it 
was prior to the 1973 Arab oil embar
go. Domestic oil production has fallen 
and consumption has increased. If the 
current trend continues, we could be 
dependent on imports for two-thirds 
of our oil by as early as 1995. I am 
deeply concerned by this prospect, for 
what is at stake is our economic securi
ty, our foreign policy flexibility, and 
our defense preparedness. Such vul
nerability must not be allowed to 
occur. The cornerstone of our present 
strategy for dealing with energy emer
gencies is the strategic petroleum re
serve. However, even though the re
serve is growing in absolute terms, due 
to budget constraints and rising con
sumption, we are down to 90 days of 
protection from a peak of 115 days in 
1985. If the current trend continues, 
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by 1995 the SPR will provide only 60 
days equivalent of net imports. 

Upon confirmation, Admiral Wat
kins will be faced with a wide spec
trum of problems to solve and chal
lenges to meet at the Department of 
Energy. The development and pursuit 
of a long-term, comprehensive, and 
consensus-based strategy to foster the 
efficient use of energy and energy pro
duction consistent with the protection 
of national environmental values 
should be a priority. The Department 
of Energy also is facing a great many 
problems and difficulties relating to 
the current capability for meeting the 
Department of Defense's strategic ma
terials requirements; the construction 
of the two new production reactors 
should be undertaken as soon as possi
ble. In addition, there is growing con
cern about the adequacy of our Na
tion's overall nuclear waste disposal ef
forts. This concern includes both the 
disposal of civilian nuclear waste and 
the adequacy of environmental resto
ration efforts at the various natural 
laboratory sites. 

I raised certain concerns of particu
lar importance to me with the Secre
tary-designate; and from his responses 
I am satisfied he will attempt to ad
dress these concerns to the best of his 
ability. I look forward to working with 
him in solving these very real and very 
serious problems that are facing the 
Department of Energy. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting Admiral Wat
kins' confirmation as Secretary of 
Energy. 

Mr. President, the most obvious 
question that the Secretary of the De
partment of Energy must confront is 
the widely publicized problems with 
respect to environmental conditions at 
the various defense production com
plexes that are operated by the De
partment of Energy. 

While that is and must be very much 
on our minds, there may be an even 
more important question that this 
country must deal with, and that is 
the question of our growing depend
ence upon imported oil for the essen
tial needs of our country and the asso
ciated long-range problems of how we 
deal with the combustion of fossil 
fuels to produce energy. 

Those are less in the headlines 
today, but not less important ques
tions. I am certain the President 
would want it known something that 
is relatively obvious in his nomination; 
that having selected a man with the 
background of administrative skills 
that Admiral Watkins has already 
demonstrated in more than one area 
of his career, it should be obvious that 
the President is very much concerned 
about the public perceptions of prob
lems at defense production facilities 
and wants the public to understand 
that they are going to be dealt with. 
He selected a very strong and very 

knowledgeable man to deal with those 
problems. 

The only reason I take any time at 
all today is to underscore that point, 
but also to make the other point that 
while that perhaps preoccupies us be
cause of the seriousness of the prob
lem and its presence in the headlines, 
it is not the only problem with which 
this country must deal in the Depart
ment of Energy. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog
nized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the nomina
tion of retired Adm. James D. Watkins 
to be the new Secretary of Energy. Ad
miral Watkins is well-qualified for this 
position, and I am confident that he 
will fulfill his duties with the same 
ability and integrity he displayed 
throughout his military career. 

Born on March 7, 1927, in Alhambra, 
CA, Admiral Watkins graduated from 
the U.S. Naval Academy in 1949, the 
Naval Submarine School in 1951, and 
the Naval Postgraduate School in 
1958. 

This fine nominee's record in the 
Navy is long and distinguished. From 
1967-69, he served as executive officer 
on the U.S.C. Long Beach, the Navy's 
first nuclear-powered surface ship. 
Later, Admiral Watkins became Chief 
of Naval Personnel from 1975-78. In 
1978, he was named Commander of 
the Mediterranean 6th Fleet, and sub
sequently became Commander in 
Chief of the Pacific Fleet, a position 
he held until 1982. At that time, Admi
ral Watkins became Chief of Naval 
Operations and served in that position 
until his retirement in 1986. 

After his retirement, Admiral Wat
kins played a key role as Chairman of 
the President's Commission on AIDS 
in 1987. Admiral Watkins was widely 
acclaimed for his leadership as Chair
man of the Commission. 

As a representative of the State 
which is home to the Savannah River 
Plant, I have a particularly keen inter
est in the policies of the Department 
of Energy and the new Secretary-des
ignate. 

His solid background in the field of 
nuclear energy will serve Admiral 
Watkins well as the chief spokesman 
for the Department of Energy. In 
1958, he studied at the Oak Ridge 
School of Reactor Technology and in 
1966-67, he studied at the Atomic 
Energy Commission's Division of 
Naval Reactors. In addition, he previ
ously served as an administrative as
sistant at the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. His experience and working 
knowledge of nuclear energy matters 
are irrefutable and will provide a 
sound foundation for him as Secretary 
of Energy. 

I strongly support the nomination of 
Admiral Watkins and I urge my col
leagues to move swiftly to approve this 
very able and dedicated nominee. 

In closing, I want to say he has a 
reputation of being a man of charac
ter, a man of courage, a man of capac
ity, and a man of compassion. He has 
all the good qualities. He is a very able 
man. I feel he will make an outstand
ing Secretary of Energy. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield the Senator 
2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PRESIDENT, I am pleased to 

have the opportunity to support the 
nomination of retired Adm. James D. 
Watkins to be the Secretary of 
Energy. 

Admiral Watkins has had a distin
guished career. He rose through the 
ranks of the U.S. Navy to serve as 
chief of naval operations for 4 years, 
prior to his retirement in 1986. He has 
won acclaim for his leadership in the 
difficult position of Chairman of the 
Presidential Commission on AIDS. 

Admiral Watkins is committed to 
forging an "integrated energy strate
gy." We have lacked a national energy 
policy for the last 8 years, and we need 
to establish a policy that will work. I 
believe that, as the Secretary of 
Energy, he will work to ensure that 
our environmental policies are not put 
on a collision course with our econom
ic policies. 

In his confirmation hearing, as well 
as in a meeting with me, Admiral Wat
kins stated that he intends to play a 
major role in the administration's de
velopment of clean air and acid rain 
policies. I am pleased that he will do 
so. An engineer by training, Admiral 
Watkins understands the importance 
of not allowing policy to get ahead of 
technology. He understands that coal 
is our most abundant domestic energy 
resource, and he has stated that the 
deployment of clean coal technologies 
is one of his greatest personal inter
ests. 

The issues that the Department of 
Energy must address in the coming 
years are complex and diverse. I sup
port the nomination of Adm. James D. 
Watkins to be Secretary of Energy, 
and I believe that he will bring the 
skills, the enthusiasm, and the dedica
tion needed to set and implement poli
cies to address these issues. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today the 

Senate is considering the nomination 
of one of the most important Cabinet 
positions in the Bush administration, 
the Secretary of Energy. 

Three unique crises face the Depart
ment today-an alarming and poten
tially devastating level of imports of 
foreign oil, unprecedented levels of 
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ozone resulting from the emissions 
from fossil fuel burning and the at
tendant need to research new technol
ogies, and the Nation's crippled nucle
ar weapons programs. 

OIL IMPORTS 

Mr. President, it has been nearly a 
decade since Americans have focused 
attention on the source of our oil. Like 
so many problems we experience, it 
appears that calamity must be thrust 
upon us before actions are taken to 
keep our economy strong and our 
Nation secure. 

But we are once again being lured 
into a false sense that gasoline comes 
from pumps in an endless supply. This 
past January the United States im
ported over 50 percent of the crude oil 
which we consumed. Those who were 
here in 1979, during the Iranian oil 
crisis, might recall that Iran supplied 
only 5 percent of our supply at the 
time and that our overall imports were 
much less. 

Yet today, with imports up and do
mestic production declining, there 
seems to be little concern. 

Without a doubt, a national energy 
policy, one based on increasing domes
tic production, must be formulated 
and implemented. Our domestic oil 
and gas industry has been devastated, 
along with support industries and 
communities in the oil patch. 

Today's policy of blindly relying on 
others to supply our energy is danger
ous, unacceptable and damaging to the 
U.S. economy. 

EMISSIONS, NEW TECHNOLOGY 

A second problem facing the Depart
ment is twofold. An increase in the 
level of ozone produced from the burn
ing of fossil fuels, combined with the 
need to develop new methods of using 
these fuels more cleanly and technolo
gy for switching to alternate sources 
of energy. 

Just yesterday, an official with the 
Environmental Protection Agency tes
tified before a congressional commit
tee that, in 1988, ozone levels-the 
chief culprit in the so-called green
house effect-were the worst in a 
decade. Advances in clean coal tech
nology as well as in using such alter
nate sources such as ethanol, nuclear, 
nitrogen, solar, and geothermal must 
be made to continue fueling our coun
try into the future, while protecting 
our environment. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAMS 

The issue before the Department of 
Energy which has received the most 
attention is probably the Nuclear 
Weapons Program. Here, three areas 
must be addressed on an urgent basis. 
First, at this time the United States 
has no operating facility which pro
duces radioactive tritium gas which is 
a vital component in the vast majority 
of our nuclear arsenal. 

Second, a comprehensive indexing 
and disposal method must be under-

taken to clean up the waste from DOE 
facilities around the country. And 
third, research on new warheads must 
continue to keep pace with the rapidly 
changing makeup of this ultimate de
terrent. 

ADMIRAL WATKINS 

Fortunately, Mr. President, the 
nominee before us today has the abili
ty to lead in all of these areas. Adm. 
James D. Watkins has a distinguished 
and decorated career in nuclear reac
tors and scientific research. Addition
ally, his service on several boards and 
commissions attest to his ability to 
quickly master the details of issues in 
which it might appear he has had 
little experience. 

For example, little more than 1 year 
ago, Admiral Watkins was appointed 
Chairman of the Presidential Commis
sion on the Human Immunodeficiency 
Virus [AIDSJ. In just months, Admiral 
Watkins was able to direct the com
mittee through the many divisive 
issues surrounding the subject and 
present a ground-breaking blueprint 
for action. 

Admiral Watkins has served as Chief 
of Naval Operations, Chief of Naval 
Personnel, Director of Nuclear Power 
Distribution in the Office of the Chief 
of Naval Operations as well as engi
neering officer of the Navy's land
based nuclear reactor, as well as a host 
of other naval positions. 

I can think of no one who will be 
more able to tackle the diverse and im
portant issues before the Department 
of Energy, and look forward to work
ing with him in his new mission. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I con
gratulate President Bush on his selec
tion of Adm. James D. Watkins as Sec
retary of the U.S. Department of 
Energy, and I am pleased to express 
my support and vote for his confirma
tion today. 

Admiral Watkins is well qualified for 
the position of Secretary of Energy, as 
reflected in his impressive list of ac
complishments and experiences. On 
June 30, 1982, Admiral Watkins was 
selected by President Reagan to 
become the 22d Chief of Naval Oper
ations. He retired from that post on 
June 30, 1986, and entered civilian life 
after 41 years of service to the U.S. 
Navy. 

While serving in the Navy, Admiral 
Watkins held a number of assignments 
at sea aboard nuclear powered vessels, 
in addition to shore assignments asso
ciated with the selection, education, 
and training of personnel. He also su
pervised the maintenance and oper
ations of naval nuclear propulsion 
plants. 

After receiving his master's degree 
in mechanical engineering, Admiral 
Watkins was selected by Adm. Hyman 
G. Rickover to enter the Navy's nucle
ar-powered submarine program in 
1959. In the early 1960's, Admiral Wat
kins went on to serve as an assistant to 

Admiral Rickover for 3112 years at his 
headquarters in Washington, DC. He 
then served as Director of the Office 
of Chief Naval Personnel's Nuclear 
Power Distribution Branch. Subse
quently, as Chief of Naval Personnel 
and Vice Chief of Naval Operations, 
Admiral Watkins continued his leader
ship role as principle adviser to the 
Chief of Naval Operations and Secre
tary of the Navy on safe and efficient 
operations of the Navy's nuclear-pow
ered fleet. 

In addition, Admiral Watkins' mili
tary decorations include several Dis
tinguished Service and Legion of Merit 
medals, the Bronze Star with combat 
"V" and other medals, and campaign 
and service ribbons. 

In October 1987, Admiral Watkins 
was appointed Chairman of the Presi
dential Commission on the Human Im
munodeficiency Virus [AIDS] Epidem
ic, and submitted the Commission's 
final report to President Reagan on 
June 24, 1988. For his work on this 
Commission, he was awarded an hon
orary doctor of humane letters from 
the New York Medical College in June 
1988. 

Certainly his wide range of experi
ences will serve him well as Secretary 
of Energy. 

I am confident that Admiral Wat
kins will be an effective leader on the 
many important issues addressed by 
the Department of Energy. 

I support the nomination of Admiral 
Watkins to this post. If confirmed by 
the Senate, as I am sure he will be, I 
have every confidence that he will per
form the new duties with exceptional 
skill, as he has other positions in the 
past. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am 
very proud to speak on behalf of Mr. 
Watkins this afternoon as we vote on 
his confirmation as Secretary of 
Energy. He is an extremely fine man. 
One that I have visited with, and 
shared many goals and ideas with, and 
I greatly look forward to working with 
him. 

Jim Watkins brings great capabili
ties in management and leadership. He 
demonstrated these skills magnificent
ly as he worked for our country on the 
Presidential Commission on AIDS. 
And now he comes to us to be at the 
helm of an agency that will make so 
many crucial decisions and policies for 
our Nation in the years to come. He 
must help us develop an energy policy 
that cleans up the problems of the 
past, and yet continues to give incen
tives for America to build a future 
that is energy independent, healthy, 
and safe. 

Jim Watkins brings great experience 
and expertise to the arena of nuclear 
energy. He has pledged to focus on the 
very serious problems with regard to 
cleanup of commercial and nuclear 
waste and putting our nuclear defense 



March 1, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3129 
operations back on track. That is very 
important for our country and I am 
confident that he is the best man for 
the job. 

But our Nation's energy mix is mul
tifaceted and I have great confidence 
that he will address the other energy 
sources and programs with equal vigor 
and capability. A strong fossil fuel pro
gram is so important to this country
one that is environmentally sound, but 
also dedicated to building a strong 
future for our domestic coal and oil 
and gas industries. Energy research, 
and an effective clean coal program 
are also very important programs that 
Jim Watkins will be providing the 
leadership for. 

I am most pleased to be able to lend 
my support to President Bush's fine 
nominee for Secretary of Energy and I 
look forward to working with him. 
Welcome to Washington-to Jim and 
his gracious wife, Shiela. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my strong sup
port for the confirmation of the nomi
nation of Adm. James D. Watkins to 
be Secretary of Energy. 

I have met with Admiral Watkins 
and, as a member of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, I par
ticipated in his confirmation hearing. 
Let me say to my colleagues in the 
Senate that Admiral Watkins is im
pressively qualified to be Secretary of 
Energy. 

I was impressed because, for the first 
time in my tenure in the U.S. Senate, 
a nominee for Secretary of Energy 
came before the committee and dem
onstrated an understanding of the ex
treme importance of the Department's 
national laboratories to the National 
Government. 

Mr. President, the Department of 
Energy is not just a Department of 
Energy. In reality it is a hodge-podge 
of many functions. In addition to over
seeing the Federal Government's basic 
energy policy, it also has the responsi
bility for our Nation's national labora
tories, basic science research and de
velopment, the nuclear weapons pro
gram, and radioactive waste disposal. 

It is interesting to note that, as Sec
retary of Energy, Admiral Watkin~ 
will be the manager of more scientists, 
engineers, physicists, and mathemati
cians than anyone else in the free 
world. Many of these individuals work 
for our National Laboratories, such as 
Los Alamos and Sandia National Lab
oratories in New Mexico. 

These individuals and the National 
Laboratories are tremendous national 
resources. We must find a way to use 
these resources that are at our dispos
al. 

As we move away from an era of nu
clear confrontation, our National Lab
oratories will be changing. While we 
must maintain the essential national 
defense mission of the National Lab
oratories, we must diversify the mis-

sion of the National Laboratories so 
that we fully utilize the tremendous 
energy and knowledge of our scien
tists. 

I am encouraged by Admiral Wat
kins' willingness to examine what the 
Department can do to utilize fully the 
resources of the National Laborato
ries. For example, the National Lab
oratories can share the wealth of their 
knowledge with the private sector 
through technology transfer. They 
can help us promote excellence in sci
ence, engineering, and mathematics 
among America's youth. They can also 
explore ways to protect our environ
ment from the greenhouse effect. The 
National Laboratories also can assist 
in advancing the level of medical 
knowledge in our Nation through the 
mapping of the human genome. 

On this last point, let me say that I 
believe research on the human 
genome will be of great importance to 
our Nation's health and economy. The 
National Laboratories are very impor
tant to this research and the Depart
ment should take a leadership role in 
this area along with the National In
stitutes of Health. 

Admiral Watkins will bring a new 
perspective, new energy, and a new 
management style to the Department 
of Energy. The most significant asset 
that Admiral Watkins brings to the 
job, however, is credibility. 

The Department of Energy especial
ly needs credibility in its Nuclear 
Waste Program. 

The citizens of the United States, 
and in particular those in my State of 
New Mexico, are extremely concerned 
when you mention anything to do 
with nuclear waste. 

Therefore, I was heartened when 
Admiral Watkins testified that nuclear 
waste "will be handled, processed, and 
finally stored in compliance with those 
safety standards to which the Federal, 
State and responsible local authorities 
are full partners." 

This is a welcome statement that 
was well-received in my State of New 
Mexico, which is the site of the Waste 
Isolation Pilot plant-WIPP-the Na
tion's proposed first geologic reposi
tory for nuclear waste. 

So far, the Department of Energy 
has not done a good job managing the 
WIPP project and has yet to fulfill all 
of its commitments to the State of 
New Mexico regarding the project. 
Thus, the Department has a very poor 
image in New Mexico. 

Therefore, I am opposed to opening 
WIPP until the Department of Energy 
provides certain protections to safe
guard the health and safety of New 
Mexicans. In addition, I will oppose 
making WIPP the permanent disposal 
site for transuranic waste unless and 
until the Department demonstrates 
that WIPP complies with EPA regula
tions governing such sites. 

I cannot support the administrative 
withdrawal of the WIPP site proposed 
by the Department because it does not 
provide adequate protection for the 
health and safety of the citizens of 
New Mexico. 

Rather, in order to adequately pro
tect the health and safety of New 
Mexicans, I believe Congress must 
pass a land withdrawal bill that: 

First, prevents any radioactive waste 
being stored at WIPP until EPA stand
ards for the temporary storage of ra
dioactive waste have been complied 
with; 

Second, mandates that the Depart
ment comply with EPA standards for 
the permanent disposal of radioactive 
wastes-and that EPA certify such 
compliance-prior to t '1e permanent 
disposal of any radioa,-:tive waste at 
WIPP; 

Third, directs the Department to 
remove all radioactive waste from 
WIPP if it fails to comply with the 
EPA permanent disposal standards; 

Fourth, limits the amount of waste 
for health and safety experiments at 
WIPP to only as much waste as inde
pendent scientists agree is needed for 
the experiments; 

Fifth, prohibits high-level waste ex
periments at WIPP; 

Sixth, provides an independent over
sight role for the New Mexico Envi
ronmental Evaluation Group; 

Seventh, mandates that waste bound 
for WIPP must be transported in can
nisters approved by the Nuclear Regu
latory Commission and that the State 
of New Mexico and local governments 
shall be notified in advance of any 
waste shipments; 

Eighth, provides compensation to 
the State of New Mexico to offset the 
expense of having WIPP located in 
the State; and 

Ninth, authorizes funding for the 
completion of the WIPP road system, 
including the Santa Fe, Roswell, Carls
bad, and Artesia by-passes and the Los 
Alamos-Santa Fe alternate route. 

I was very pleased at Admiral Wat
kins' statement that he agreed on the 
need for a land withdrawal bill and his 
willingness to listen to the scientific 
community's comments on what that 
bill should contain. This is a solid step 
toward establishing the Department's 
credibility on WIPP. 

Mr. President, Adm. James Watkins 
has served our Nation with great dis
tinction, first in the Navy and subse
quently as Chairman of the Presiden
tial Commission on the Human Im
munodeficiency Virus Epidemic-com
monly called the AIDS Commission. 
He met those challenges well. He is 
now faced with the new, and possible 
greater, challenge of managing the 
Department of Energy. I believe that 
he is well-suited for the task. I encour
age all of my colleagues to lend him 
their enthusiastic support. 
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Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 

rise in strong support of the nomina
tion of Adm. James D. Watkins to be 
Secretary of Energy. 

Much has been said of Admiral Wat
kins' credentials for the critical assign
ment of launching a cleanup of the 
Department of Energy's nuclear weap
ons plants and surely this is the De
partment's immediate priority at this 
time. Not only does he have the tech
nical experience for this assignment 
but Admiral Watkins has managerial 
skills of a high order, which he demon
strated in numerous Navy billets, in
cluding his tour as Chief of Naval Op
erations. His most notable demonstra
tion of these skills, however, was as 
Chairman of the Presidential Commis
sion on AIDS, which issued its report 
last year. 

For my part, I am especially grati
fied by his testimony to the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee last 
week at his confirmation hearing that 
he intends to be an advocate for solar 
energy and energy efficiency research 
and will work for improved technology 
transfer from the Department's na
tional laboratories to the private 
sector. In his testimony the admiral 
stressed that the reduction of the Na
tion's dependency on foreign oil will 
be a primary focus of his work at the 
Department, quite aside from his at
tention to the plant cleanup issue. He 
made it very clear that he takes 
energy conservation most seriously 
indeed. I am confident he will do a 
commendable job in this extremely 
difficult Cabinet post and for this 
reason I will be voting for confirma
tion of his nomination and urge my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
am wondering if there are other Sena
tors on our side of the aisle who wish 
to be heard? If not, Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time is yielded back. The question is, 
Will the Senate advise and consent to 
the nomination of Adm. James D. 
Watkins, of California, to be Secretary 
of the Department of Energy? 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI] is absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 

CRollcall Vote No. 17 Ex.J 
YEAS-99 

Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 

Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 

Bumpers Harkin Mitchell 
Burdick Hatch Moynihan 
Burns Hatfield Murkowski 
Byrd Heflin Nickles 
Chafee Heinz Nunn 
Coats Helms Packwood 
Cochran Hollings Pell 
Cohen Humphrey Pressler 
Conrad Inouye Pryor 
Cranston Jeffords Reid 
D'Amato Johnston Riegle 
Danforth Kassebaum Robb 
Dasch le Kasten Rockefeller 
DeConcini Kennedy Roth 
Dixon Kerrey Rudman 
Dodd Kerry Sanford 
Dole Kohl Sar banes 
Domenici Lau ten berg Sasser 
Duren berger Leahy Shelby 
Exon Levin Simon 
Ford Lieberman Simpson 
Fowler Lott Specter 
Garn Lugar Stevens 
Glenn Mack Symms 
Gore Matsunaga Thurmond 
Gorton McCain Wallop 
Graham McClure Warner 
Gramm McConnell Wilson 
Grassley Metzenbaum Wirth 

NOT VOTING-1 
Mikulski 

So the nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motions to re
consider the forgoing nominations are 
laid on the table, and the President is 
notified of the confirmations of these 
nominations. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the distinguished Sena
tor from New Hampshire be permitted 
to address the Senate for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes on a subject of a 
tribute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr RUDMAN. I thank my friend, 
the distinguished majority leader. 

THE DEATH OF FORMER NEW 
HAMPSHIRE SENATOR NORRIS 
H.COTTON 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to and mourn the 
passage one of the greatest and most 
beloved statesman in the history of 
the State of New Hampshire: 

A man who devoted almost his entire 
adult life to public service, including 
two decades in the U.S. Senate and 
four terms in the House of Represent
atives; 

A man whose career of public service 
stretched from the silent film era to 
the Moon landings. 

He served under seven Presidents, 
was a pillar of the Senate and secured 
the respect and admiration of his col
leagues and his constituents. But he 
always referred to himself as "just a 
country lawyer." 

My friends, flags across New Hamp
shire snap in the wind at half-staff 
today in honor of the memory of 
Norris Cotton. For 20 years Norris 
Cotton held the Senate seat I now 

hold-and acted with a degree of in
tegrity, civility, humor, and old-fash
ioned Yankee common sense that, I 
believe, will not be repeated. 

Laconic, upright, fiercely independ
ent and appropriately suspicious of 
ideas that did not take root in our 
rocky New Hampshire soil, he em
bodied the substance and character of 
the State and people he served for so 
many years. 

Born on a farm in Warren, NH, at 
the start of this century, Norris 
Cotton in his later years would remi
nisce about the time the first automo
bile rumbled into town, or when he 
strained to hear a voice over the first 
scratchy rural phone line strung to his 
parents' farmhouse. 

He worked and saved to pay for his 
education. 

And in 1923, at the age of 22, he was 
elected to the New Hampshire Legisla
ture at a time, he later recalled, when 
"any fool could go to the legislature 
• • •and did." 

The next year he was elected presi
dent of the New Hampshire Republi
can State Convention and was then 
brought to Washington to serve as a 
clerk to Senator George Moses. 

Observing the conduct of the Senate 
by day, he studied law at night and 
then went back to New Hampshire-to 
work as a county attorney and district 
court judge. 

He returned to the New Hampshire 
House in 1943 and was elected its 
speaker. 

In 1946 he was elected to the House 
of Representatives, where he would 
serve the residents of New Hamp
shire's Second District for four terms. 

In 1954 he came to the Senate
elected to fill the unexpired term of 
the late Senator Charles Toby. He was 
reelected in 1956, 1962, and 1968. 

He loved the Senate-one time leav
ing his hospital bed to cast a vote. De
scribing himself as "a stand pat, con
servative, hide-bound, moss-back Re
publican," Norris Cotton devoted his 
time and energy to the issues of 
health and transportation. 

His proudest achievement was the 
establishment of the cancer research 
and treatment center in Hanover, NH, 
that now bears his name. 

When he retired from the Senate in 
1974, in part to care for his ailing wife, 
he was the third-ranking Republican 
and eighth, overall, in seniority in this 
body. 

What can I say about a man held in 
such high regard, who possessed such 
good humor and deep wisdom? 

His wit was sharp and tart. His first 
vote in the Senate was to censure 
Joseph McCarthy. His second was on 
def ending Formosa. And the third was 
on Senate salaries. Later he would say, 

I was beginning to think that serving in 
the Senate was like working in a steel mill
and it would be prudent to spit on anything 



March 1, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3131 
you were about to sit down on-it might be 
hot. 

His independence was undeniable. A 
loyal Republican, he nevertheless op
posed increased military spending 
when be was convinced the war in 
Vietnam could not be won. And when 
he was criticized for not voting with 
the State's senior Senator, Styles 
Bridges, Cotton replied, "When two 
Senators vote the same way all the 
time, one of them ain't thinking." 

His character was unique. The 
Robert Frost Award he received in 
1972 recognized his "tradition of indi
viduality, hard work, and devotion to 
the country north of Boston." 

The White Mountains of New 
Hampshire are home to a natural rock 
formation that forms "The old Man of 
the Mountains,"-the symbol of our 
State. And in describing that symbol, 
Daniel Webster once said, "Up in the 
Mountains of New Hampshire, God Al
mighty has hung out a sign to show 
that there, He makes men." 

If there was ever a public man who 
personified that spirit, that land
scape-it was Senator Norris Cotton. 

In New Hampshire Norris Cotton 
was, quite simply, a giant political 
figure of the modern era. 

Tomorrow, in Lebanon, NH, we will 
gather to say goodbye to this great 
Granite Stater, and he will be honored 
by an old friend who he came to Con
gress with in the 1940's, who will deliv
er the eulogy tomorrow, former Presi
dent Richard Nixon. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from New York be 
permitted to address the Senate, not 
to exceed 10 minutes, in connection 
with a tribute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DEA AGENT KILLED IN NEW 
YORK 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished majority 
leader for giving me this opportunity 
to make a rather sad report to the 
Senate of the United States, and in a 
way, to our people. 

Mr. President, it is a bit ironic that 
almost 1 year ago to the day, a savage 
event took place in the city of New 
York at 2 a.m. There was a young 
police officer who sat in a patrol car 
for the purpose of protecting a wit
ness, a witness who was giving testimo
ny against drug dealers. That police 
officer, Edward Byrne, was assassinat
ed-three bullets to the head-as he 
sat behind the steering wheel of his 
vehicle. 

I think the savagery of that event 
brought about a cry from the people 
of our State and throughout this 
country that we had not been doing 
nearly enough in our battle against 

the scourge of drug addiction, certain
ly not when organized crime and drug 
dealers had no hesitancy in ordering 
the assassination of police officers to 
demonstrate their strength, that of 
the drug dealers and their cartel. That 
was February 26, 1988. Last evening at 
10 p.m., February 28, 1989, another of
ficer of the law sacrificed his life in 
the battle against this scourge of the 
drug traffickers. Everett Hatcher was 
murdered in New York City, Staten 
Island. He was the father of two chil
dren, ages 9 and 3. 

Everett Hatcher was a drug-enforce
ment agent, a special agent. He joined 
DEA in the early 1970's. He was 
known as a special person. He was a 
man of great dedication, fear less in his 
job in pursuit of those who brought 
about this scourge, not only in our city 
of New York but also throughout 
many of the urban centers of America. 

DEA Agent Hatcher was working on 
a joint DEA-FBI investigation with 
the organized crime drug-enforcement 
task force. The suspect, Gus Farace, 
was a convicted murderer who was re
leased 10 months ago from prison. 
Farace has organized crime connec
tions. Agent Hatcher was going to 
meet him to discuss a cocaine deal. 

There was a surveilliance team with 
Hatcher, who was also wired, but 
around 9 p.m. the people who had 
Hatcher under survelliance lost him. 
Agent Hatcher became the first law
enforcement officer killed in the line 
of duty of New York City this year. In 
1988, seven law-enforcement officers 
were killed on duty in the city. 

Mr. President, I rise to pay tribute to 
the dedicated law-enforcement officers 
who place their lives on the line, and 
particularly those agents and those of
ficers who undertake this special 
detail and obligation, in attempting to 
curb this epidemic, and who in many 
cases are undertaking a battle against 
superior, organized forces, better 
funded than they are, and our law-en
forcement officers are outgunned in 
many cases. 

Today, in sadness, I say that we have 
a special obligation to rededicate our
selves and to be more purposeful, not 
only in law enforcement but also in 
education and prevention, in bringing 
the totality of our resources of this 
Nation against that dreaded scourge. 

As Edward Byrne a year ago served 
as a catalyst to help pass and galva
nize support for the comprehensive 
drug bill, I would hope that this body, 
our Nation, and our leaders would 
come together as a tribute to Everett 
Hatcher and to his family and to his 
wife, and to say we will not allow his 
death to go in vain, that we will fund 
the drug bill and find the resources, 
even during these times of budget re
straint, to make it a meaningful en
deavor on our part. I hope we will do 
this so that his life will have real pur
pose and meaning in this great sacri-

fice that he has made on behalf of our 
children and our grandchildren, and 
the strength and vitality of our 
Nation, which we see being dissipated 
in every way, every walk of life, and 
particularly, with our young, particu
larly with the ferocity of the devasta
tion which the crack epidemic has 
brought. It is a sad thing, Mr. Presi
dent, when we stop to think, and we 
do not like to acknowledge it, that 
once a crack addict, for all times a 
crack addict. According to uncontro
verted medical testimony, there have 
been no cases where a crack addict has 
been rehabilitated, none. What a trag
edy. What do we do? What have our 
efforts been to win this war, which is 
ravaging America and society? 

Mr. President, our pr tyers and our 
hearts are with the H ttcher family; 
but, more important, I would hope 
that we would see to it that we do 
something tangible so that we can one 
day come to the floor and say we are 
winning this war, and it is not just a 
war of words, so that Everett Hatch
er's devotion to duty, his sacrifice, will 
not have been in vain. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MITCHELL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as in 
morning business, I ask unanimous 
consent to make a statement for not to 
exceed 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

HUMANITARIAN AID FOR THE 
CONTRAS 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we 
will have an opportunity within the 
next several weeks to make a choice 
which should help to bring us together 
as a Senate and as an American 
people. That decision will be the deci
sion to approve additional humanitari
an aid to the Nicaraguan resistance 
which is one which will affect the 
progress of democratization in this 
hemisphere, as well as help engender a 
spirit of bipartisanship within the 
United States. 

I urge the administration to move 
quickly to send a request for humani
tarian aid to the Nicaraguan resistance 
to the Congress so that we can act 
before the current aid expires at the 
end of this month. 

I also urge the administration to 
place this aid request into a larger 
policy context. Such a context must 
clearly link our continuing humanitar-
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ian aid for the Contras to the actual 
fulfillment by the Sandinistas of their 
many broken promises to democratize 
Nicaraguan society. 

This broader context is vitally im
portant that we work closely with 
other Latin American countries in an 
attempt to keep collective attention 
focused on democratization in Nicara
gua. 

This larger context of democratiza
tion and human rights is one that the 
Central American nations themselves 
defined when they agreed to the Es
quipulas II accords. Esquipulas II is an 
unequivocal statement of their belief 
that strengthening democracy is the 
surest path to peace and development 
in the region. 

Two weeks ago, the five Central 
American Presidents agreed in a meet
ing at Tesoro Beach in El Salvador to 
spell out the linkage between the rein
tegration of the resistance forces-the 
Contras-into Nicaraguan political life 
and the democratization that the San
dinistas must initiate to make that 
possible. 

Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega 
made specific commitments to under
take the process of democratization 
within the framework of Esquipulas 
II. 

He agreed to several key points: 
moving up Presidential elections from 
November 1991 to February of next 
year; electoral and media law reform; 
and the release of political prisoners. 

I can assure the Sandinista govern
ment officials that we will be watching 
them closely to ensure that they abide 
by their pledges. 

After all, these are basically restate
ments of pledges they made-and have 
not kept-when they signed the Esqui
pulas accords in 1987. Specifically, we 
will be watching to see if they allow 
the media-all the media, including 
Radio Catolica, which remains 
closed-to operate freely. 

We will be watching to see if they 
allow the establishment of independ
ent television stations. 

We will be watching to see if they 
continue to administer a Somoza-era 
law that allows them to sentence polit
ical opponents to 6 months in jail-an 
obviously useful tool to use to sup
press the political opposition. 

We will be watching to see if they 
allow independent trade unions to or
ganize, to strike, and to operate freely. 

These are some of objective meas
ures we will use to determine whether 
or not the Sandinistas live up to their 
obligations. The ball, Mr. President, is 
in their court. 

As part of the El Salvador agree
ment, the governments consented to 
develop a plan over the next 90 days 
that will tie reintegration of resistance 
forces into Nicaragan society with the 
new commitments by the Sandinistas 
to democratize. 

Esquipulas II and the Tesoro Beach 
Declaration address democratization 
and regional security and should serve 
as the operational framework for a 
peace. They have the authority of the 
Central American nations who created 
them as their support. 

Neither agreement, however, ad
dresses the question of continued 
Soviet support for the Sandinista 
regime. The Soviet Union gave $2.5 
billion in military aid to the Sandinis
tas between 1979 and 1988. Last year 
alone, the Sandinistas received $515 
million in Soviet military support. 

I encourage the administration to · 
make clear to the Soviets in the 
strongest possible terms that this re
mains an outstanding and grave con
cern of the United States. This con
tinuing military support calls into seri
ous question the Soviets' professed sin
cerity in solving regional conflicts. 

There is another more severe weak
ness in both Esquipulas II and the 
Tesoro Beach Declaration, however
one which we can help remedy by our 
decision on humanitarian aid. 

The weakness is the absence of a 
system of verification and compelling 
incentives to comply with democratiza
tion. Those incentives, which could 
take the form of sanctions or other en
forcements, are a powerful weapon of 
persuasion we should not be naive 
enough to discount. 

The existence of the Contras has 
sent a clear message to the Sandinista 
leadership from the beginning that 
the end result of their people's revolu
tion must not be the descent from a 
hated dictatorship into an even more 
repressive totalitarian state. 

If the Contras are forced to disarm 
and disband before the Sandinistas 
have demonstrated a willingness to 
welcome them into the political dialog, 
then they have lost their country. 

Central America and this hemi
sphere will have lost the military 
lariat which has helped to rein in the 
Sandinista's headlong flight toward 
absolute tryanny. 

We would be irresponsible in this 
Senate were we to reduce the issue to 
one of partisan concerns. Oliver Wen
dell Holmes once said: "The great 
thing in this world is not so much 
where we stand, as in what direction 
we are moving." 

Not one of my distinguished col
leagues would deny that we all desire 
to move in the direction of a democrat
ic peace for Nicaragua. 

To ensure that takes place, I think 
we must hold the Sandinistas to a 
timetable for democratization. 

The viability of the Contra forces 
has helped pressure the Sandinista 
regime to be open to the Central 
American peace process, and it may 
well be the most potent incentive for 
compliance which we have. To aban
don that incentive now is to exhibit a 
disregard for the chance to see peace 

and basic human freedoms return to 
Nicaragua. 

By approving, on a bipartisan basis a 
humanitarian aid package for the Con
tras, we send a clear message of sup
port for Nicaraguan democratization. 
By so doing, we make it very clear that 
we will not allow the Contras to be dis
mantled until the Sandinistas follow 
through on their commitments. 

That is our commitment-to encour
age the movement toward democracy 
in our hemisphere so that it may 
reach its full realization. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRAHAM). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 3 P.M. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess until the hour 
of 3 p.m. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 2:41 p.m., recessed until 3 
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when called to order by the Pre
siding Officer [Mr. KERREY]. 

RECESS UNTIL 3:30 P.M. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess until the hour 
of 3:30 p.m. this afternoon. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 3 o'clock p.m., recessed until 
3:29 p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reas
sembled when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. KERREY]. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 

the benefit of the many Senators who 
have called inquiring as to the Sen
ate's schedule for the remainder of 
today and this week, let me explain 
what is occurring. 

Last week I announced my intention 
to proceed to the Tower nomination 
on today and reaffirmed my intention 
to do so this morning. During the 
course of the day, the distinguished 
Republican leader asked that I post
pone seeking to do so until he had an 
opportunity to consult with his col
leagues and indicated that he would 
shortly thereafter provide me with his 
recommendations on how best to pro
ceed. 

We are now waiting for the results 
of that consultation which has been 
occurring for the past approximately 2 
hours. I am advised that the Republi-
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can leader has nearly completed those 
consultations and will soon be in a po
sition to indicate to me what his de
sires are with respect to the Tower 
nomination. It remains my intention, 
as it has been throughout this recent 
several weeks, to proceed to the nomi
nation as promptly as possible, and I 
look toward to that in consultation 
with the distinguished Republican 
leader. 

Since I understand that there are 
some Senators who have requested the 
opportunity to speak as if in morning 
business, it is now my intention to 
merely place a quorum call, awaiting 
those Senators and awaiting the dis
tinguished Republican leader. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

HOLY COW! A HALL OF FAMER! 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I want 

to take this opportunity to pay tribute 
to a man near and dear to the hearts 
of sports fans in my own State of Illi
nois and throughout the United 
States. 

On January 27 of this year, my good 
friend Harry Caray, the voice of the 
Chicago Cubs, was named the 1989 re
cipient of the Ford C. Frick Award, 
the highest honor baseball can bestow 
on a member of the broadcast prof es
sion. 

Harry · will take his rightful place 
among such broadcasting legends as 
Mel Allen, Jack Brickhouse, Jack 
Buck, Bob Elson, Ernie Harwell, Bob 
Prince, and Vin Scully on July 23, 
when he is inducted into the broad
casters' wing of the National Baseball 
Hall of Fame in Cooperstown, NY. 

Mr. President, Harry Caray has been 
a warm personal friend of mine for 
many years now. I have many wonder
ful recollections of that beautiful and 
continuing friendship. 

I recall sitting next to him in the 
broadcast booth while he sings "Take 
Me Out to the Ball Game" and look
ing out at the response of the fans and 
enjoying the excitement. Why, Mr. 
President, Harry and I have even 
sipped a beer together to toast our 
friends and this great Nation of ours. 

For the past 44 seasons, fans of the 
St. Louis Cardinals, Oakland Athletics, 
Chicago White Sox, and Chicago Cubs 
have been treated to Harry's colorful 
style. His descriptions of thousands of 
games over the years have instilled in 
many of us a love and enthusiasm for 
the game of baseball, and for Harry 
himself. 

Never was this affection more appar
ent than last February, when Harry 
suffered a stroke. His dogged determi
nation to recover, combined with the 
outpouring of sentiment to Harry and 
his wife, Dutchie, from his legions of 
fans throughout the world, had him 
back in Wrigley Field's broadcast 
booth, believe it or not, by the end of 
May. 

Harry has al ways been a Hall-of
Famer in his way of treating people. 
Countless times I have seen him stand 
for hours, signing autographs and ban
tering with fans young and old, until 
all were accommodated. Through our 
many discussions over the years, I 
have come to know Harry Caray as a 
sincere, caring man with deep feelings 
for those less fortunate in our society 
and with creative ideas for helping 
them. This is a side of Harry which 
more people should know about. 

Mr. President, I would like to add 
my voice to those of millions of other 
baseball fans throughout America in 
saluting Harry Caray, the newest 
broadcaster in Baseball's Hall of Fame 
and, I am proud to say, Mr. President, 
my warm and dear friend. 

Mr. President, having made those 
genuine remarks out of love and aff ec
tion for a dear friend, I now look at 
this Chamber and suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed 
to proceed as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF JOHN TOWER 
TO BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, like 
other Members of the Senate, over the 
last several days I have been carefully 
weighing my own personal decision in 
regard to the nomination of John 
Tower to be Secretary of Defense. I 
have taken the time to read the FBI 
reports and both the majority and mi
nority committee reports from the 
Armed Services Committee. I have 
carefully weighed the qualifications of 
this nominee. I have discussed the 
matter with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle. I have discussed the 
matter with the President of the 
United States and have given due con
sideration to his views on this matter. 

This is not an easy decision for me. I 
have had the privilege of serving with 
Senator Tower in the U.S. Senate. I 
knew Senator Tower through family 
friendship before I came to this body. 

I think that he is a man who possesses 
a great amount of knowledge and ex
pertise which would be of benefit to 
this country. I think there are many 
ways in which he could be of service to 
this country. I know he has a true 
dedication to his country and a true 
desire to perform public service. 

Mr. President, I believe that over the 
next year or two, important and fun
damental decisions will have to be 
made at the Department of Defense: 
decisions about the defense budget, de
cisions about weapons systems, deci
sions about more effectively using 
every dollar of taxpayers' money in 
the defense budget. These decisions 
that will have to be made by the next 
Secretary of Defense are very difficult 
decisions. 

Even if the Secretary of Defense 
making them were completely without 
controversy himself, it would be very 
difficult to make those decisions and 
to carry those decisions into effect. 
Therefore, I believe that for the good 
of this country, we need to have a Sec
retary of Defense for the United 
States, a person for whom there is 
broad support in the country, a person 
about whom there is not deep division 
of opinion or strong debate about his 
qualifications to hold office. It is for 
that reason I have decided I cannot in 
conscience at this time feel it is in the 
interest of the United States that I 
support the nomination of Senator 
Tower. Therefore, if this nomination 
comes to a vote on the floor, I will be 
casting my vote in the negative on 
that question of confirmation. 

It is my sincere hope that that will 
not happen. As I have indicated, Mr. 
President, I believe that Senator 
Tower is a man who sincerely cares 
about this country. He has devoted a 
good portion of his life to national se
curity issues and to trying to build a 
strong defense for this country. I hope 
that he will decide upon reflection 
that it is in the best interest of the 
country, in the best interest of the 
President, who is the President of all 
of us, and in his own best interest to 
withdraw prior to any vote on this 
nomination. I think, if Senator Tower 
were to take that action, it would 
affirm the belief that many of us have 
that he truly does want to put his 
country first. I think it would be an 
action that would be understood by 
both those who support him and those 
who find it impossible in conscience to 
support this nomination. If Senator 
Tower should decide to follow that 
course, I would be the first to say I be
lieve there are many other positions of 
Government in which the talents and 
considerable expertise of Senator 
Tower could be used. I would be the 
first to support his nomination to 
some other position where he could be 
of service to his President and to his 
country. 
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Mr. President, having said that, let 

me also say that as the hours pass in 
the debate over this nomination, as 
the merits of this proposal are fully 
determined on the Senate floor, it is 
my hope also that we will not lose our 
sense of proportion. Whatever hap
pens about this nomination I do not 
believe will determine the course of 
future relations between the President 
and the Congress. I think those who 
say it will be a crippling blow to this 
President if this nominee is not con
firmed are wrong. 

I know my own option of this Presi
dent. I think he is one of the finest 
people to occupy that office for a long 
time. It has been many years since I 
have felt so good about the future 
course of this country as I feel because 
of the spirit and leadership which 
George Bush has been providing since 
he took the oath of office as the Presi
dent of the United States. He is as 
much my President as anyone who 
serves on the other side of the aisle. 
No one in this body, Democrat or Re
publican, hopes that he succeeds more 
than I. In nearly all of the appoint
ments that he has made and all of the 
first decisions he has made, I think he 
has followed the right course of 
action. My vote against this nominee 
should not be interpreted by anyone 
as a signal that I will not, without 
regard to politics or party, be prepared 
to support this President time and 
time again in the future as he tries to 
pull us altogether, to work together as 
Americans without regard to party for 
what is good for our country. 

So I do not think anyone should in
terpret an action on this nomination 
as any kind of decision about whether 
or not this Congress should cooperate 
with the President of the United 
States whenever possible. After visit
ing with the President yesterday, I am 
also convinced that he shares that 
same opinion; that after this matter is 
put behind us, we will find ways to all 
work together in a better spirit than 
has existed between the Congress and 
the President for many, many years. I 
hope nothing will be said on the floor 
on either side of the aisle during the 
next several hours, perhaps days, of 
debate on this nomination that will 
impair the ability of any of us in this 
Chamber to work together for the na
tional good or impair the ability of the 
President of the United States and 
Congress and our congressional lead
ers to work together. 

A lot has been said in recent days in 
terms of whether or not political moti
vations are behind the decisions of 
Members of the Senate as to how they 
cast their vote on this nomination. 
Having been the target of some criti
cism on past occasions-for example, 
when I was one of two members of my 
party to vote for the confirmation of 
Mr. Bork to be a Justice of the Su
preme Court-I think my own record 

indicates I do not put party ahead of 
what I think is best and right for the 
country. 

I would say also that I know very 
well, perhaps as well as I know any 
Member of this body or any person in 
public life, as to the senior Senator 
from the State of Georgia, the chair
man of the Armed Services Commit
tee, there is no Member of the Senate, 
there is no person that I have known 
in public life who has more consistent
ly put what he thinks is best for his 
country ahead of his own personal po
litical ambition or ahead of any parti
san political consideration. 

So, Mr. President, I have great re
spect for the President of the United 
States, and I have great respect for my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle who feel strongly that they 
should support this nomination. I 
honor the President for standing by 
his appointee. In politics, all of us 
know people who have been able to 
rise through the political ladders by 
being able to manipulate human 
beings, by not stopping and pausing to 
think of people and their human con
cerns. The President of the United 
States is not such a man. He is known 
as a man who has friends because he is 
a decent, good, caring human being. 
People have said to me, "I am puzzled. 
Why would the President of the 
United States put so much on the line 
for this nominee when such controver
sy has enveloped this matter?" 

I believe, Mr. President, that Presi
dent Bush has put so much on the line 
because he is a decent, caring human 
being who feels he should loyally 
stand with those he has asked to serve 
him. I salute him for his loyalty and 
for his friendships toward others. I do 
not think there is a basis for criticizing 
the President of the United States on 
that score, just as I salute the patriot
ism and integrity of the senior Senator 
from Georgia. American politics would 
be better served if we had more men in 
public life with the integrity of either 
George Bush or SAM NUNN of Georgia. 
Our country would be better if we had 
more men and women like them in 
public life. And so I appeal to my col
leagues. There are honest differences 
of opinion, honest differences of judg
ment about what is best for this coun
try. Let us not have a divisive debate. 
Let us debate on the merits as best we 
can. Let us reach a decision we think is 
best for the country. Let us not allow 
any divisions of opinion on this matter 
to keep us from fulfilling the pledge 
that we all made at the beginning of 
this session to work together as Ameri
cans, to keep us from following the 
dictate of the President when he said 
in his State of the Union Address that 
the American people did not send us 
here to bicker or to play politics. They 
sent us here to work together to solve 
the Nation's problems. 

There is but one person who can 
remove the name of Senator Tower 
from consideration. The President of 
the United States, as I indicated, has 
commendable loyalty and strength of 
purpose. He will never do it. I can only 
say that I urge Senator Tower to take 
that action himself. It would be good 
for our country, good for our Presi
dent. It would enable us to begin work
ing together in a bipartisan spirit so 
essential to this country. Then I 
frankly hope that the President of the 
United States would use the talents 
and the expertise of Senator Tower 
either in some other public position of 
trust or at the very least his advice 
and counsel as a citizen who has much 
to offer and desires to contribute 
much to the good of his country. 

Mr. President, it has been a difficult 
decision. It is a decision that I have 
reached and that I have communicat
ed to Senator Tower, to the President, 
as well as to others. It is not a clear
cut decision. It is a matter about 
which reasonable people can differ. In 
my opinion it is a decision that should 
be reached without impugning the mo
tives of anyone, and certainly I reach 
it without inpugning either the mo
tives or character of the man who has 
been nominated by the President to be 
Secretary of Defense because he is a 
fine Member of the U.S. Senate. He 
has a good record of public service. He 
is a man who cares about his country. 
But for the good of the country I hope 
that he will withdraw. Let the Presi
dent name a Secretary of Defense who 
can have the unified support without 
question, without deep debate of a 
broad spectrum of the American 
people because that Secretary of De
fense is going to have tough decisions 
to make, decisions that are hard 
enough without having to also fight a 
battle to def end himself personally in 
his own position at the same time. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the senior Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
came to the floor to speak briefly on 
the issue of acid rain, but I have lis
tened with great intent to my friend 
from Oklahoma, a man for whom I 
have the greatest respect and admira
tion, who came to this body when I 
did; we were sworn in together on this 
floor January 15, 1979. I agree with 
almost everything he said except his 
decision. What he says is very real. 
Much of it is the kind of thing that I 
would expect from him as a compas
sionate and very caring person. I guess 
before I would speak these 4 or 5 min
utes on acid rain, I might note again 
the problems in society are what we 
see in this Tower situation. The issue 
now comes to the honest recommenda-
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tion that Senator BOREN has made 
that he should withdraw, and yet 
there is something that gnaws in the 
bosom of every human being: how do I 
put my reputation back together? 
Who does that for me? How do I do 
that when I pick up the paper and 
read about the ballerina dancing on 
the piano and sloshing your way 
through life. When you go look at the 
FBI report and you find that the guy 
that put up the allegation about the 
ballerina on the piano and all the rest 
of the antics there, is some guy they 
will not even publish his remarks in 
the newspapers of America, some nut 
who has four aliases, a doctor, profes
sor, what have you. How many times 
do we have to have people do that to 
us in the public vendue and then say, 
"Well, I am sorry, but there is no way 
you can produce your rebuttal because 
that is classified." If I had my way 
they ought to take some of that report 
and splash it out and hand it over to 
the Washington Post. Let the people 
of America see "anonymous witness 
No. T-4 and T-1." I do not know who 
T-1 and T-4 were but they were very 
serious about preserving their ano
nymity. That I don't doubt. Because 
when they went back and interviewed 
them, they found out they had a "dif
ferent view" of it than the one that 
appeared in the newspaper. So how do 
you pick up the pieces? The Senator 
from Oklahoma voted for Robert 
Bork. Robert Bork knew he was going 
to lose, but he came right in here with 
his case because he wanted his grand
children to read something about him 
other than the fact he was a racist, a 
sexist, a sterilizer of his fell ow human 
beings-and all that junk that de
stroyed Robert Bork. So when you get 
to this point I do not know where else 
you go in this particular society of 
ours. But I think "win, lose, or draw," 
old John Tower ought to come right 
here and there will be some interest
ing people who will then get up and 
tell the story-the real story with facts 
and figures and attributable facts
and we will deal with it on facts in
stead of inuendo. He has already ad
mitted some remarkable things. 
Humans do not like to do that. He said 
he did do some of those things in 1970, 
he did drink a little scotch, that those 
are things that happened but they 
were not so now. So it is fascinating to 
me, I guess it is ever so, as to just who 
are these appointed scorekeepers in so
ciety now who keep track of every
body. I am learning to handle them 
well. I just say to them when they ask 
me a question, "What did you do when 
you were 20 or 25 or 30?" because I 
think we are going to have to get into 
the issue of asking the examiners the 
same questions that are asked of the 
examinees because it has reached a 
point of absurdity. And we know our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
who have been destroyed by it. And so 

that is where we are left. There is no 
other forum for a person to go to if 
they walk away from the fray for then 
the other stuff is believed and they 
have not had their opportunity to put 
their lives back together so that their 
children recognize the person who 
raised them and their grandchildren 
have an opportunity to see that there 
was a pretty noble guy who served as a 
U.S. Senator and put in a lot of years 
of public life and was really not some 
slosher who just kind of went through 
life without producing anything. So 
that is where we are. Who puts people 
back together? I guess you do that for 
yourself. Nobody else is going to do it 
for you around this place of Washing
ton. Whoever said, "If you want a 
friend in Washington, buy a dog," was 
right. 

Mr. BOREN. Will the Senator yield 
for just a moment? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Indeed. 
Mr. BOREN. I want to tell him I 

have bought a dog, and I think the 
advice, I believe, President Truman 
gave was well taken. I also do not 
know whether it is the time for us to 
begin confessing all of the matters of 
our youth. Since we now have C
SPAN and my mother does have it at 
home, I thought I would defer that for 
awhile. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So does mine. 
Mr. BOREN. I know my good friend, 

who has been listening to my state
ment, understands that I do not 
impugn the integrity of Senator 
Tower, nor do I. I did state for the 
record that I believed he was a very 
able Member of the Senate. He has 
considerable expertise. I think he has 
a desire to serve this country. If Sena
tor Tower were to take himself out of 
consideration at this point, I do not 
believe the American people would 
take that as an act of admission or 
def eat. I think they would take it as a 
very graceful and courageous act and a 
statement on his part that given the 
circumstances and divisions that now 
exist he might not be able to perform 
and make those tough decisions and be 
able to get the support for tough dis
cussions that he would need. 

I would suggest-and I would be the 
first one to support the President of 
the United States if such a gesture 
were made by Senator Tower-as I 
say, it would have to come from him 
because George Bush is a person who 
would never request it, nor should he, 
and that is one of the reasons I have 
such great respect for the President of 
the United States. He is a fine human 
being in addition to being a fine 
leader. But I do believe and I would 
hope that if that happened, there 
might be other capacities in which 
Senator Tower could serve in public 
life and perhaps even in a way in 
which the Senate of the United States 
would have the opportunity to say 
that he was well qualified to serve in 

those positions and perhaps make it 
clear by another action that there is a 
great deal of respect and affection for 
him on the part of all of us who have 
struggled with this decision and come 
down on the other side. I know my 
good friend and colleague understands 
that and understands what I am 
saying. I simply wanted to say it to 
him again. I understand what he is 
saying. We all from time to time have 
been the target of unfair criticism. 
Anyone who steps into public life is 
from time to time. None of us enjoys 
seeing anyone else subjected to diffi
cult personal situations, and I certain
ly do not. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I un
derstand that fully, and never was any 
reference made by the Senator from 
Oklahoma about Senator Tower's in
tegrity, and I understood that fully, 
indeed, before I made my remarks, and 
they have just been reemphasized, but 
certainly unnecessarily so, because I 
never heard any of that in his com
ments. 

My comments were simply to the 
effect, "What choices do you have 
when you have been creamed in Amer
ica and in the press, and it is your 
name and your reputation on the line 
and then suddenly you drop out?" I do 
not know. I am a fighter. The Senator 
from Oklahoma is a scrapper, and the 
Senators who are in the Chamber are 
fighters. When they are telling lies 
about you, you scrap, especially about 
yourself and your reputation. I do not 
know what other forum he has than 
this. 

This old cowboy would never walk 
away from that: Innuendo and goofy 
witnesses interviewed by the FBI, who 
change their story when they are in 
their little cubicles with the FBI, dif
ferent from what they did publicly. I 
would never allow that to happen to 
me. 

I do not know what others may 
think, but that would not happen to 
me. 

Now, I want to say, too, that I agree 
totally with our majority leader and 
with the Senator from Oklahoma, 
that if anyone thinks this is going to 
set a tone of destruction of getting 
things done in this country, that is 
just goofy too. There is no need to 
spend time on that, except that it 
keeps people excited, I guess, and we 
would not want to deny them that. I 
think the majority leader's words were 
that it would be "a gross overexagger
ation" to believe this would be destruc
tive of future relationships with Presi
dent Bush, or the majority leader, or 
all of us here, or the minority leader, 
BoB DOLE. That just is not going to 
happen. 

It is curious to me why the people 
who ask the question would want to 
see it happen. What does that do for 
our country? Sometimes they would 
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want to think about that. Sometimes 
that high and laudable goal is not 
always attainable. We have so much to 
do with such great, ghastly problems 
of the budget and the deficit and all 
those things, that there will be plenty 
for us to do; and about once every 4 
weeks somebody will ask if we are not 
going to destroy the country if we 
have another fight on the floor. We 
will have to say, "I guess not." It has 
gone on some 210 years, and we will 
slug along and see if we can continue 
to do it. 

I came here to speak 4 minutes on 
acid rain, and I am still going to do 
that. 

CLEAN AIR LEGISLATION 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there 

was a bill introduced yesterday by 
which we are moving again on clean 
air legislation. I have been on the En
vironment and Public Works Commit
tee for 10 years. It is the most extraor
dinary thing to deal with in that com
mittee. 

Former Senator Gary Hart was the 
chairman of the clean air coalition, 
and when he presented his work prod
uct, years ago which was a splendid 
work product, somehow the zealots on 
both sides went to work on that, and 
we never did a thing. It is ironic that a 
lot of things that were in there are 
still the things that will lead us toward 
a good result on this issue. In the past, 
all we have done is suffer from legisla
tive gridlock on this issue of acid rain, 
a total polarization. 

I have learned one thing in the Envi
ronment and Public Works Commit
tee. Whatever the bill looks like, I just 
vote for it and get it out to the floor. 
That saves you from wading through 
10,000 pieces of mail per month, from 
hysterical letters, and I always write 
people back and I say, "The bill that 
passes the Environment and Public 
Works Committee will never pass on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate, so why do 
you write?" 

Now I finally think we have an op
portunity to do it. Polarization is a 
product of the various interest groups 
in their extremity, taking those hard 
positions, showing an unwillingness to 
compromise. Senator BYRD has had a 
serious and intensive interest in this 
issue, obviously, representing West 
Virginia. I have an intense interest in 
it, representing Wyoming, which is 
now the largest coal-producing State 
in the United States. I know that is a 
shock, but it is true, some 163 million 
tons of low-sulfur coal. There are ter
rible problems of the high-sulfur coal 
States, but then there is the dagger in 
the breast of all of us in the West, 
which was put on the books in 1977 
and it was heavily opposed by my 
friend Senator Muskie then, who said 
that this is just plain wrong. 

It should never be in this measure. It 
was the issued percentage reduction. It 
simply said that if you had low-sulfur 
coal, you had to reduce it the same 
percentage of sulfur content as you 
would with the high-sulfur coal. How 
absurd. All it was, was to set up a geor
graphical struggle, and that struggle 
has been going on now for 12 years 
and will become evident ever more in 
the market as the years go on. 

So we can do it again this year as we 
did before, pass the same old stuff out 
of committee and see it always end up 
there at this desk in a rotting form. 
We can, in the committee, choose to 
listen to all sides and regions of the 
country and craft a bill that the 
Senate will actually approve for a 
change-a debate that will be partici
pated in by the Senators who are most 
affected those from the States of 
Ohio, Illinois, Missouri, Indiana. They 
have never been in the debate yet, be
cause the bill comes out of a commit
tee which is heavily titled toward 
States that are least economically af
fected. We have some very heavy lift
ing to do on that one, and maybe we 
can get a little critical mass going for a 
change. The Bush administration is 
developing a clean air bill themselves. 
I think that is going to be an interest
ing legislative vehicle. 

The one yesterday is well worth pur
suing-parts of it. The committee and 
the Senate as a whole ought to try to 
support those measures, putting to
gether something sensible, and take a 
good look at what the President un
veils in the Clean Air Act legislation. I 
think we need to cooperate with the 
administration. 

The President has said this is a criti
cal national issue for him. That is 
great. It is for me, too. I have been 
trying to work on an acid rain bill for 
many years. Senator GEORGE MITCHELL 
and I were awfully close last year on a 
bill with 10 million tons reduction, rec
ognizing the 40-years phaseout provi
sion, recognizing that subsidies would 
be unacceptable, recognizing various 
phase-in procedures, recognizing that 
you could not gimmick the system 
with high sulfur versus low sulfur, rec
ognizing that you could not have man
datory scrubbing. Now we are ready to 
go. I think that if we can get the vari
ous interest groups going, and stop 
trying to provide gimmickry in the 
marketplace with regard to coal and 
other fuel products. I do not think we 
can any longer afford the carving-out 
of special provisions in the law used to 
save a few jobs. We have seen how 
that only polarizes the debate, and it 
is important that we do not fall into 
that trap again this year. 

I would be glad to visit with the 
United Mine Workers and hear what 
they are saying and try to work with 
them. It is ironic that the United Mine 
Workers will come up with a gimmick 
for high-sulfur coal, which affects the 

low-sulfur coal market and, yet, they 
go to the low-sulfur coal States and 
ask people to join their union. While 
they are out there cutting their bicy
cle tire, they are asking them to join 
the union in Wyoming, while they are 
here in Washington assuring that they 
have set up a permanent contest 
which is detrimental to those people 
that they are trying to get into their 
membership. I do not understand that, 
but at least it ought to be explained to 
the membership out there. 

So here we come with a new bill. I 
really hope that we can craft one. I see 
that the players are here. I think we 
want to have something that has the 
least amount of cost to the citizens of 
the United States, and provide this 10 
million ton reduction. We owe that to 
the electric rate payers and to the tax
payers. Maybe this year it will be a 
breakthrough for clean air if we all 
compromise a little. I am ready. It is 
time to ignore all of the environmen
tal zealots who would shut down 
America and light up a wood stove and 
camp in the woods, and also to ignore 
the private-sector zealots who would 
say, "We do not need to do anything 
about this, because we need to study it 
some more." Just throw them both 
out of your office and get on with the 
issue of doing something that is sensi
ble, common sense, and not intent of 
causing a geographical scrap. 

I think we have a rare window of op
portunity for cooperation and decisive 
action. Maybe we have learned from 
our past mistakes. Maybe we can seize 
the moment and advance the clean air 
bill that is based on good, constructive 
common sense and not on destructive 
dogma. 

We lost one fine player, former Sen
ator William Proxmire, a splendid 
player, but the others are here, and 
they are on both sides of the aisle: 
Senator BYRD, Senator MITCHELL, Sen
ator CHAFEE, Senator BURDICK, Sena
tor RUDMAN, and many, many more 
are ready to participate on the com
mittee and off the committee, and 
maybe this year we can get something 
done, and I think we can, in the good 
spirit that will prevail. 

I thank the Chair. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

ROBB). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed en bloc to the follow
ing nominations on the Executive Cal
endar. Calendar items 13 through 35, 
and Calendar items 37 through 40; all 
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nominations on the Secretary's desk 

with the exception of the Army; that 

they be confirmed en bloc, that 

motion to reconsider en bloc be laid


upon the table, and that the President 

be immediately notified of the confir- 

mation of the nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection to the unanimous-con- 

sent request? 

Mr. DOLE. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hear-

ing none, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and 

confirmed en bloc are as follows: 

AIR FORCE


The following-named officer, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


M aj. Gen. Ronald W. Yates,        

    FR, U.S. Air Force.


The following officers for appointment in


the U.S. Air Force under provisions of sec-

tion 624, title 10 of the United States Code:


To be major general


Brig . Gen. James G. Andrus,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Malcolm B. Armstrong,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. John L . Borling ,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Stephen B. Croker,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Gerald A. Daniel,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. L awrence E. Day,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Thomas E. Eggers,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Howell M . Estes III,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Frederick A. Fiedler,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Richard E. Hawley,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. John E. Jackson, Jr.,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Arlen D. Jameson,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Jeffery D. Kahla,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Donald L. Kaufman,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Vernon J. Kondra,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Paul E. Landers, Jr.,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. John D. Logeman, Jr.,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Bruce J. L otzbire,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Billy G. M cCoy,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Burton R. M oore,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. John M . Nowak,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Gary W. O'Shaughnessy,     

       FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. David C. Reed,            FR,


Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Peter D. Robinson,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Richard M . Scofield,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. John D. Slinkard,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Joseph K. Stapleton,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Kenneth E. Staten,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. William A. Studer,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Robert F. Swarts,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig. Gen. Sam W. Westbrook III,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


Brig . Gen. Frank E. Willis,        

    FR, Regular Air Force.


The following officers for appointment in


the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade


indicated, under the provisions of Sections


593, 8218, 8373, and 8374, Title 10, United


States Code:


To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Donald F. Ferrell,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. Cecil W. Greene,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. John M . Hafen,            ,


Air National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. James R. Mercer,            ,


Air National Guard of the United States.


Brig. Gen. Fred D. Womack,            ,


Air National Guard of the United States.


To be brigadier general 

Col. Gordon M. Campbell,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States.


Col. James W. Chapman,            , Air


National Guard of the United States.


Col. Donald L. Coleman,            , Air


National Guard of the United States. 

Col. Joseph E. Copenhaver,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States. 

Col. Stephen P. Cortright,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States. 

Col. John F. Flanagan, Jr.,            , 

Air National Guard of the United States. 

Col. Richard W. Godfrey,            , Air 

National Guard of the United States.


Col. Hugh S. Harris, Jr.,            , Air 

National Guard of the United States. 

Col. Talmadge R. Howell            , Air 

National Guard of the United States. 

Col. James A. Melvin III,            , Air 

National Guard of the United States. 

Col. Raymond E. Moorman,            ,


Air National Guard of the United States.


Col. Scott L. Philbrick,            , Air


National Guard of the United States.


Col. Darrel D. Thomssen,            , Air


National Guard of the United States.


The following officers for appointment in


the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade


indicated, under the provisions of sections 

593, 8218, 8373, title 10, United States Code: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Richard A. Freytag,         

    FV, Air Force Reserve. 

Brig. Gen. Angelo J. Perciballi,         

    FV, Air Force Reserve. 

Brig . Gen. John D. Riddle,         

    FV, Air Force Reserve. 

Brig. Gen. Julio L. Torres,            FV, 

Air Force Reserve.


Brig . Gen. Duane A. Young ,        

    FV, Air Force Reserve.


To be brigadier general 

Col. L awrence B. Anderson,         

    FV, Air Force Reserve. 

Col. Larrie C. Bates,            FV, Air 

Force Reserve.


Col. Joe L. Campbell,            FV, Air


Force Reserve.


Col. Charles B. Cassion,            FV, 

Air Force Reserve. 

Col. Robert T. Cetola,            FV, Air 

Force Reserve. 

Col. Gerald R. Chancellor,            FV, 

Air Force Reserve. 

Col. Wayne E. Delawter,            FV,


Air Force Reserve.


Col. William W. Didlake, Jr.,        

    FV, Air Force Reserve.


Col. George A. Hall,            FV, Air


Force Reserve.


Col. Thomas L. Neubert,            FV,


Air Force Reserve.


Col. Thomas E. Penick, Jr.,        

    FV, Air Force Reserve.


Col. Robert L. Tate,            FV, Air


Force Reserve.


Col. Vernon R. Tate,            FV, Air


Force Reserve.


Col. William F. Willoughby,        

    FV, Air Force Reserve.


The following-named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade of general on the retired


list pursuant to the provision of title 10,


United States Code, section 1370:


To be general


Gen. William L . Kirk,            FR,


U.S. Air Force.


The following-named officer, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be general


L t. Gen. M ichael J. Dug an,        

    FR, U.S. Air Force.


The following-named officer, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


L t. Gen. Jimmie V. Adams,        

    FR, U.S. Air Force.


ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title 10, United States


Code, section 1370:


To be general


Gen. Joseph T. Palastra, Jr.,            ,


U.S. Army.


The following-named officer for perma-

nent promotion in the United States Army


in accordance with article II, section 2,


clause 2 of the Constitution of the United


States:


To be brigadier general


Col. John Evans Hutton,            .


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title 10, United States


Code, section 1370:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Andrew P. Chambers,        

    , U.S. Army.


The following-named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade indicated, under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-

tion 601(a), in conjunction with assignment


to a position of importance and responsibil-

ity designated by the President under title


10, United States Code, section 601(a):


To be lieutenant general


Maj. 

Gen. John J. Yoesock,            ,


U.S. Army.


MARINE CORPS


The following-named brigadier generals of


the Marine Corps for promotion to the per-

manent grade of major general, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 624:
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Bobby G. Butcher, Walter E. Boomer, 

Matthew P. Caulfield, Donald R. Gardner, 

John I. Hopkins, William M. Keys, Jere- 

miah W. Person, III, John A. Studds. 

The following-named brigadier general of 

the Marine Corps Reserve for promotion to 

the permanent grade of major general, 

under the provisions of title 10, United 

States Code, section 5912: 

G. Richard Omrod.


The following-named officer for assign-

ment as Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpow-

er and Reserve Affairs, under title 10,


United States Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. John I. Hudson,            / 

9903, USMC. 

NAVY 

The following-named officer, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601:


To be vice admiral


Vice Adm. Richard M. Dunleavy,         

    /1320, U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral


Vice Adm. Diego E. Hernandez,        

    /1310, U.S. Navy.


The following-named officer, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral


Vice Adm. Jerry 0. Tuttle,            / 

1310, U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Paul D. Butcher,            , 

U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 601, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United States 

Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral


Rear Adm. Raymond P. Ilg,            / 

1310, U.S. Navy. 

The following-named rear admiral (lower 

half) in the Staff Corps of the U.S. Navy for 

promotion to the permanent grade of rear 

admiral, pursuant to title 10, United States 

Code, section 624, subject to qualifications 

therefor as provided by law: 

DENTAL CORPS (2200) 

Milton Chipman Clegg. 

The following-named rear admiral (lower


half) in the Staff Corps of the U.S. Navy for


promotion to the permanent grade of rear


admiral, pursuant to title 10, United States


Code, section 624, subject to qualifications


therefor as provided by law:


MEDICAL CORPS 

Daniel B. Lestage. 

Donald Floyd Hagen. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Brady Marshall Cole. 

Francis Leonard Filipiak. 

The following-named rear admiral (lower 

half) of the Reserve of the U.S. Navy for 

permanent promotion to the grade of rear 

admiral in the staff corps, as indicated, pur- 

suant to the provisions of title 10, United 

States Code, section 5912: 

DENTAL CORPS OFFICER 

William Bernard Finagin. 

The following-named captains in the Staff 

Corps of the U.S. Navy for promotion to the


permanent grade of rear admiral (lower


half ), pursuant to title 10, United States 

Code, section 624, subject to qualifications 

therefor as provided by law: 

MEDICAL CORPS 

Richard Ira Ridenour. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Ray Rupchand Sareeram.


Peter Albert Bondi. 

William Richard Morris. 

James Patrick Davidson. 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS


Jack Eugene Buffington.


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Robert Michael Kimmitt, of Virginia, to 

be Under Secretary of State for Political Af- 

fairs. 

Margaret DeBardeleben Tutwiler, of Ala-

bama, to be an Assistant Secretary of State.


Janet Gardner Mullins, of Kentucky, to


be an Assistant Secretary of State.


Robert B. Zoellick, of the District of Co-

lumbia, to be Counselor of the Department 

of State. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S


DESK IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE


CORPS, NAVY


Air Force nominations beginning Eugene


R. Andreotti, and ending Robert D. Wendel,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD of January 3, 1989. 

Air Force nominations beginning Nor- 

mando R. Nepomuceno, and ending John S. 

Weldon, which nominations were received 

by the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES- 

SIONAL RECORD of January 3, 1989. 

Air Force nominations beginning Ronald 

J. Bergman, and ending Terry D. Marshall, 

which nominations were received by the 

Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning Virginia


V. Renoudet, and ending Donna C. Theriot,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning Maj. 

Thomas R. Beckman,            , and 

ending Maj. Susan J. Augustus,            , 

which nominations were received by the 

Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD 

of January 3, 1989. 

Air Force nominations beginning Maj. 

Simeon D. Bateman III,            , and 

ending Maj. Nancy A. Saeger,            , 

which nominations were received by the 

Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning John S.


Baxter, and ending Melinda L. Winter-

scheid, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning Roger 

M. Ashley, and ending Ronald L. Mull, 

which nominations were received by the 

Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD 

of January 3, 1989. 

Air Force nominations beginning Rawson


G. Abernethy, and ending Thomas L. Zie-

mann, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning Patrick


K. Adams, and ending Robert L. Whitaker,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD of January 3, 1989.


Air Force nominations beginning Maj.


Timothy E. Breuhl,            , and ending


Maj. Carol M. Thomas,            , which


nominations were received by the Senate


and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD


of February 2, 1989.


Marine Corps nomination of Maj. Truman


W. Crawford, which was received by the


Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Marine Corps nominations beginning Joel


M. Christy, and ending Daniel H. Wilson,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Marine Corps nominations beginning


Robert A. Ballard, and ending Stephen C.


Zidek, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Marine Corps nominations beginning


Charlton P. Adams, and ending Daniel H.


Wilson, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Benjamin T.


Po, and ending Larry S. Garsha, which


nominations were received by the Senate


and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD


of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Daniel M.


Del Sobral III, and ending Mark M. Adams,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Gregg E.


Bauer, and ending Thomas J. Papadimos,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning William J.


Parker III, and ending Ward L. Wither-

spoon, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning John Brecka,


and ending Frank Peiffer, which nomina-

tions were received by the Senate and ap-

peared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Jan-

uary 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Ralph Alban-

ese, and ending Jonathan L. Wright, which


nominations were received by the Senate


and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD


of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Lawrence N.


Abrams, and ending Michael E. Zwick,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.


N avy nominations beginning Cal D.


Astrin, and ending Rufus M. Thomas, Jr.,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD of January 3, 1989.


Navy nominations beginning Scott Greg-

ory Abel, and ending Glen Alan Zurlo,


which nominations were received by the


Senate and appeared in the 

CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD 

of January 3, 1989.
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STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF JOSEPH E. 

COPENHAVER TO BE BRIGADIER GENERAL 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the President has nomi
nated Col. Joseph E. Copenhaver for 
the rank of brigadier general. Colonel 
Copenhaver is a native of Big Chim
ney, WV, and a graduate of the Uni
versity of Charleston-formerly 
Morris Harvey College-in Charleston, 
WV. 

Colonel Copenhaver has held a 
number of responsible positions in the 
West Virginia Air National Guard 
since he completed training in July 
1956, including flight commander, op
erations officer, and squadron com
mander until 1976, at which time he 
was assigned as the air/group com
mander where he served until March 
31, 1988. On April l, 1988, he was as
signed to his present position as com
mander of West Virginia's Air Nation
al Guard. 

Colonel Copenhaver holds many 
honors, including the Meritorious 
Service Medal, the Air Force Commen
dation Medal, the Air Force Outstand
ing Unit Award, with one Bronze Oak 
Leaf Cluster, and the Combat Readi
ness Medal with five Oak Leaf Clus
ters. His State awards include the 
West Virginia Service Medal and the 
West Virginia Distinguished Unit 
Award with four Bronze Oak Leaf 
Clusters. Colonel Copenhaver holds 
the aeronautical rating of command 
pilot, and has accumulated over 6,000 
military flying hours and 4,500 civilian 
flying hours. 

Mr. President, it has been my experi
ence that all members of the Reserve 
components of the armed services, and 
especially those reaching the high 
rank of brigadier general, must spend 
considerable time away from their 
families in the pursuit of their mili
tary duties. This requires no small sac
rifice on the part of those family 
members, and in this regard, Colonel 
Copenhaver's wife, Barbara Lou, and 
their son, Capt. Joseph E. Copen
haver, Jr., currently assigned to head
quarters 23d Air Force, and their 
daughter, Dr. Lisa A. Martin, of 
Charleston, WV, are also to be com
mended. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to cast 
my vote for the confirmation of Col. 
Joseph E. Copenhaver as brigadier 
general, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this nomination. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to 
congratulate the majority leader for 
his prompt action in gaining Senate 
approval of these nominations for 
senior positions in the State Depart
ment. The Foreign Relations Commit
tee received these nominations in mid
February, scheduled hearings last 
week immediately following the recess 
period, and approved them at a busi
ness meeting Tuesday, February 28. 
All of the nominations formally re
ceived by the committee have been 

acted on, and with today's action all 
but one of them has been confirmed. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
remains eager and ready to give 
prompt consideration to additional 
nominations for State Department po
sitions and ambassadorships as soon as 
they are received. However. as of 
today, March 1, 1989, the committee 
has in hand not a single formal nomi
nation for any of its many prospective 
appointees. Today, the committee was 
notified of the administration's inten
tion to nominate seven senior State 
Department officials, but I have been 
given no indication as to when the 
formal nominations, and the accompa
nying papers, will be received. 

The names of many of these pro
spective nominees appeared weeks ago 
in press reports, and today's Washing
ton Post gives the impression that 
they have now been formally nominat
ed and that therefore the logjam is 
about to be broken. But that is not the 
case. As my colleagues know, the 
Senate and its committees cannot act 
until the President signs off on a nom
ination and transmits it to the Senate. 
That has not yet happened. 

Of particular concern to me is that 
the notification I received today did 
not include Lawrence Eagleburger, 
who has long been reported to be the 
administration's choice to be Deputy 
Secretary of State. As of today, we 
don't even have an official statement 
of the administration's intention to 
nominate Mr. Eagleburger, much less 
the formal nomination. It is important 
to fill this important post, and I want 
to act as quickly as possible; so I hope 
that the formal nomination will be 
forthcoming soon. 

I regret the delays, and I am sure 
Secretary Baker regrets that his team 
is not in place. I encourage the admin
istration to move as quickly as possible 
to bring the nominations to the For
eign Relations Committee so that we 
can start the process of hearings and 
approval. Our consideration will be ex
peditious but complete. We will pro
ceed as quickly as we can consistent 
with our constitutional responsibilities 
in the consideration process. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT M. KIMMITT 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this first 
group of four subcabinet nominations 
for the Department of State consist of 
men and women who have previously 
served in positions of responsibility 
with Secretary Baker. 

The Committee on Foreign Rela
tions conducted hearings on their 
nominations on February 21. There 
was no objection expressed at that 
time to any of the four nominees. 

I observed at the hearings, and I re
iterate now, that their tenures will be 
more enjoyable for them if they con
tinue the same responsiveness to the 
members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, and other Members of the 
Senate, that Secretary Baker has dem-

onstrated in his few weeks on the job. 
The Secretary is off to a fine start, 
and I look forward to working with 
him and his associates at the State De
partment. 

Mr. President, in connection with 
Mr. Kimmitt's hearing, I filed some 
written questions. Because of the im
portance of these issues, I call to the 
attention of my colleagues the re
sponses that I received, and I ask 
unanimous consent that these ques
tions and responses appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JESSE 

HELMS FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT, NOMINEE 
TO BE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR PO
LITICAL AFFAIRS 

ANGOLA/NAMIBIA AGREEMENT 

Question. Please provide the Committee 
with the transcripts of the discussions and 
the negotiating record of the Angola/Na
mibia Agreement. Specifically, this should 
include the same types of notes and back
ground information as provided to the 
Senate for the INF Treaty deliberations. All 
notes, transcripts of conversations and 
meetings, cables, decision memoranda, and 
other records involving the U.S., Angola, 
Cuba, South Africa, the Soviet Union, the 
United Nations, and other relevant parties 
should be provided. These should include in
formation on the following specific meet
ings: 

1. Brazzaville, April 5-6, 1987; 
2. Luanda, July 14-15, 1987; 
3. Luanda, September 8-9, 1987; 
4. Luanda, January 28-29, 1988; 
5. Luanda, March 9-11, 16-18, 1988; 
6. Geneva, March 14-15, 1988; 
7. Washington, March 21, 1988; 
8. Washington, March 28-29, 1988; 
9. London, April 29, 1988; 
10. London, May 3-4, 1988; 
11. Brazzaville, May 13, 1988; 
12. Lisbon, May 18-19, 1988; 
13. Moscow, May 29-2, 1988; 
14. Cairo, June 23-25, 1988; 
15. New York, July 11-13, 1988; 
16. Sal, Cape Verde, July 22-23, 1988; 
17. Geneva, July 31-August 1, 1988; 
18. Geneva, August 2-5, 1988; 
19. Brazzaville, August 24-26; 
20. Brazzaville, September 7-8, 1988; 
21. Brazzaville, September 26-29; 
22. New York, October 6-9, 1988; 
23. Geneva, November 10-15, 1988; 
24. New York, November 22-24, 1988; 
25. Brazzaville, December 1-4, 1988; 
26. Brazzaville, December 12-13, 1988; and 
27. New York, December 22, 1988. 
Answer. The Department is collecting and 

reviewing the record of the negotiations, in 
which the U.S. role was that of mediator 
among the three signatory parties: the Peo
ple's Republic of Angola, the Republic of 
Cuba, and the Republic of South Africa. 
The negotiations were conducted among the 
parties on a private and confidential basis, 
and the U.S., as mediator, would have to 
consult the signatory parties regarding re
lease of the items in question. In the inter
im, the Department is prepared to provide a 
series of classified briefings on the negotia
tions. As part of the briefings, the Depart
ment would be prepared to respond to spe
cific questions and concerns of members and 
staff. 
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I would 

mention that I first made this request 
of Jim Baker during his confirmation 
hearing in mid-January. He said he 
saw no reason why the information 
could not be given-under the proper 
security arrangements and so forth. 

The African Bureau at the Depart
ment of State, Mr. President, has had 
a reputation both for its secrecy and 
its poor relations with Congress. I 
expect, certainly I hope, that this will 
improve decidedly under the new ad
ministration. 

Assistant Secretary of State Chester 
Crocker served as a so-called mediator 
in negotiations between the South Af
ricans and the Communist govern
ments of Angola and Cuba which cul
minated in agreements signed at the 
United Nations on December 22, 1988. 
He and other State Department per
sonnel spent much time, and taxpay
er's money, in flying to countless 
meetings between the various parties 
in what have been described as tedious 
and time-consuming negotiations. 

A great deal of mystique has sur
rounded these negotiations in that the 
U.S. Congress has not been apprised of 
precisely what promises, or hints of 
promises, were made to any of the par
ties to the agreement. We're already 
seeing the first rumblings from the 
signatories that understandings are 
not being fulfilled. 

Now, as usual, it comes time for the 
U.S. taxpayers to be given the bill-ap
proximately $150 million to support 
U.N. peacekeeping to enforce the 
agreement this year alone. 

The Senate insisted last year, and 
properly so, that it be given, on a clas
sified basis, access to the INF Treaty 
negotiating record. Then-Majority 
Leader BYRD and others insisted on 
this procedure, and it proved invalu
able in evaluating the discussions of 
both parties to the treaty. In my judg
ment, that same access will need to be 
granted to the Senate this year with 
respect to the Angola/Namibia agree
ments which the United States was in
strumental in forging and which we 
are suppose to help enforce. The 
Senate will need this information both 
in order to evaluate United States 
funding for the peacekeeping and veri
fication operations in Angola and Na
mibia as well as to ascertain what, if 
any, United States commitments have 
been made to any of the parties. 

Obviously, there are many of us who 
are concerned with the potential 
impact on Jonas Savimbi and his cou
rageous UNITA freedom fighters. 
President Bush has already demon
strated his comment to Dr. Savimbi 
and his democratic forces. 

Additionally, the United States has 
agreed to participate in the verifica
tion of the agreements apart from our 
financial contribution through the 
United Nations. We certainly need to 
have a clear understanding of what 

was agreed to in order to ensure 
proper verification of its implementa
tion. 

I appreciate Mr. Kimmitt's initial re
sponse. However, it is imperative that 
the Senate have access to the records 
before the Senate is asked to consider 
the peacekeeping funding request. 

Indeed, his answers to some of the 
other questions I posed underscore the 
need for the Senate to develop a com
prehensive understanding of what 
these agreements encompass for U.S. 
foreign policy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the reminder of the ques
tions, and Mr. Kimmitt's responses, be 
printed at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

13TH AND 15TH PARALLELS 

Q: The December 17, 1988 report of the 
U.N. Secretary General makes reference to 
the deployment of international military 
teams close to the line of the "15th parallel 
as adjusted" and the "13th parallel as simi
larly adjusted." A footnote in this report de
fines these adjustments. The bilateral and 
tripartite agreements do not appear to make 
any geographic reference other than to the 
13th and 15th parallels per se. What is the 
understanding about the lines below which 
the Cubans must withdraw? Are they "ad
justed'', as described by the Secretary-Gen
eral? 

A: The "adjustments" mentioned in the 
Secretary General's December 17 report on 
the regulations governing the verification 
team set up to monitor total Cuban troop 
withdrawals from Angola refer to decisions 
taken by South Africa and Cuba/ Angola to 
meet military requirements of the Cuban 
withdrawal process. One adjustment enables 
the Cubans to utilize the Port of Namibe, 
which is just below the 15th parallel, for 
troop witdrawals between August 1 and No
vember 1. Similarly, the complex of Ben
guela-Lobito, which is located just south of 
the 13th parallel, is important to Cuba's 
phased withdrawal of its troops from 
Angola. The "adjustments" worked out 
among military representatives of South 
Africa, Cuba and Angola allow the Cubans 
to use the ports for withdrawal of equip
ment and personnel during the timeframe 
alloted for the northward redeployment and 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from southern 
Angola. In the case of Namibe, this would 
permit the use of this port through the first 
seven months of the agreement; Benguela
Lobito would be available for the withdraw
al of forces and materiel until the withdraw
al is completed. 

IMF /WORLD BANK 

Q: At the time of the signing of the agree
ment-December 22, 1988-or any other 
time, did Secretary of State Shultz, or any 
other U.S. official, convey the message that 
the U.S. would no longer oppose the entry 
of Angola into either the World Bank or the 
IMF? Prior to December 22, 1988, what was 
the U.S. position with regard to Angola's 
entry into the IMF or the World Bank? 
After December 22, 1988, what was the 
Reagan Administration's position with 
regard to Angola's entry into the IMF or 
the World Bank? 

A: On December 22, 1988, Secretary 
Shultz met with the delegation of t he Peo
ple's Republic of Angola to the signing cere-

mony for the Angola/Nambia accords. In 
that meeting he said he would recommend 
to his successor that the U.S. no longer 
oppose Angola's bid for IMF/World Bank 
membership on political grounds. He noted, 
however, that Angola would have to meet 
the full range of economic criteria for mem
bership which he described as onerous. This 
position was consistent with our long-stand
ing position that a shift in our policy to
wards Angola's IMF application was contin
gent on Angola's making a verifiable com
mitment to the total withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from Angolan soil. The achievement 
of this important policy objective led to Sec
retary Shultz's conditional statement to the 
Angolan delegation, and remained the 
policy of the Reagan Administration 
through January 20, 1989. 

Q: What is the Bush Administration's po
sition with regard to Angola's entry into the 
IMF or the World Bank? 

A: In light of the December 22 accords, 
the Bush Administration will evaluate An
gola's application to the IMF/Y:orld Bank 
in the context of evidence of Arnolan com
pliance with the agreements following the 
April 1 date for the beginning of total 
Cuban withdrawal from Angola. 

ACTA DI MINDELO/MINDELO MINUTES 

Q: Please provide the Committee with a 
copy of the Acta di Mindelo, also known as 
the Mindelo Minutes. This agreement was 
allegedly signed-or initialled-5 years ago. 
Why was the Senate not notified of this 
agreement under the Case Act reporting re
quirement? What is the legal status of the 
Mindelo Minutes? 

A: The so-called Mindelo Minute <which 
actually bears the heading "Act of Sao Vi
cente" ) was a written summary of an ex
change of views between Angola and the 
U.S. in the Republic of Cape Verde in Janu
ary 1984. The Minute recorded the position 
of each side at that stage of our efforts to 
broker the withdrawal of South African 
forces from Angolan soil for a fixed period 
of time in return for an Angolan Govern
ment commitment to use its influence on 
SW APO to restrict its actions in Namibia. 
The Act of Sao Vicente also summarized the 
state of our negotiations with Angola re
garding the total withdrawal of Cuban 
forces from Angola. Release of the text of 
the Act of Sao Vicente remains subject to 
the agreement of the Luanda authorities. 
The Act of Sao Vicente was not submitted 
to Congress pursuant to t he Case Act be
cause it was not an international agreement 
entered into by the United States. It does 
not create legal obligations for the U.S. 
Rather, it was an agreed summary of the 
views exchanged by the U.S. and Angolan 
representatives. 

U.S. AID TO ANGOLA 

Q: Please provide a copy of the report of 
the U.S. A.I.D. team which visited Angola in 
October, 1988. Who were the members of 
the team? 

A: A copy of the final report of the U.S. 
Private Voluntary Agency /U.S. Government 
assessment team's visit to Angola is at
tached. 

The team leader was Ronald P. Burkard 
of CARE. The other team members were: 
William Garvelink <A.I.D. Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance), Richard Hough (A.I.D. 
Office of Food for Peace), David B. Jackson 
<Africare), Hector Jalipa (World Vision), 
and Michael Mispelaar <CARE>. More infor
mation on the team members is contained in 
Annex G (page G-1) of the report. 
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Q: Under what authority was such a trip 

conducted? 
A: I am advised that A.l.D. 's Office of For

eign Disaster Assistance has the general au
thority to provide relief and humanitarian 
assistance worldwide, and that Section 491 
of the Foreign Assistance Act provides spe
cific authority. 

Q: Specifically, how are such trips-to de
termine whether a U.S. aid program should 
be initiated-permitted when U.S. law pro
hibits aid to Angola? Indeed, this trip ap
pears to be begun immediately after the 
passage of legislation-sections 512 and 550 
of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1989-which explicitly prohibits direct 
or indirect aid to the government of Angola. 

A: The PVO assessment team visit to 
Angola was funded by the Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance. The Department be
lieves that the prohibitions on direct and in
direct aid to Angola in sections 512 and 550 
of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1989, as noted above, do not apply to 
disaster assistance funds. Also, it is the De
partment's view that, since the 1989 act 
does not provide funds for PL 480, the re
strictions in Sec 512 and 550 do not apply to 
food assistance provided under PL 480. 

Q: Is the Bush Administration still consid
ering an aid program to Angola? 

A: The Administration does not contem
piate any direct or indirect development as
sistance to Angola as currently prohibited 
by legislation. A.l.D. has contributed modest 
amounts of humanitarian assistance 
through UNICEF, since 1981, in the form of 
PL 480 emergency supplemental food for 
mothers and children displaced by the war, 
and is considering OFDA emergency relief 
requested by U.S. PVOs. In addition, State/ 
Refugee Programs has provided assistance 
to refugees through UNHCR and ICRC 
since 1980. 

CUBANS IN AFRICA 

Q: It appears that the Cubans are re
quired to withdraw 50,000 troops from 
Angola. However, Jonas Savimbi's UNITA 
forces contend that the Cubans have more 
than 50,000-perhaps as many as 60,000-
62,000. In any event, does the agreement re
quire the removal of all Cuban military 
troops from Angola?-or only 50,000, if 
there are, in fact , more than 50,000? 

A: The December 22, 1988, agreements call 
for the total removal of all Cuban troops 
from Angola. The presence of any Cuban 
troops in Angola beyond July 1, 1991, would 
violate the accords. 

Q: Are the Cubans required to withdraw 
their Soviet-made MiGs from Angola? Will 
Cuban naval forces be required to be with
drawn from off the Angolan coast? Please 
furnish a list of all Cuban military equip
ment that is to be withdrawn under the 
agreement. 

A: While the New York agreements do not 
specify what equipment the Cuban forces in 
Angola must withdraw, Cuba and Angola 
have assured South Africa and the UN that 
Cuban units will be withdrawn together 
with their equipment. The Department is 
prepared to brief the Committee and its 
staff on Cuban military equipment and 
naval forces. 

Q: It has been reported to me that the 
Cubans have been searching around for 
other countries who would consider "host
ing" the troops being withdrawn from 
Angola and specifically that they have 
talked to Ethiopia, Mozambique, Zimbabwe, 
Ghana and also Nicaragua. Have the 
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Cubans approached (1) Ethiopia, (2) Mo
zambique, (3) Zimbabwe, <4> Ghana. and/or 
(5) Nicaragua? Doesn't the agreement re
quire that the Cuban forces be withdrawn 
"to Cuba"? 

A: It is the clear understanding of the par
ties to the New York agreements that all 
Cuban forces in Angola will be withdrawn to 
Cuba. This understanding is based on the 
categorical statements of the Cuban Gov
ernment. There have been reports that 
Cuba has approached a number of African 
countries, including some of those you men
tion, as to their willingness to "host" troops 
being withdrawn from Angola. None of 
these reports has been confirmed. 

Q: Would an increase in Cuban forces in 
other African countries violate the recent 
agreement? 

A: An increase in Cuban forces in other 
countries would not violate the letter of the 
New York agreements, but the U.S. would 
certainly view such a development as a seri
ous violation of the spirit of the accords and 
as contrary to the categorical statements 
made by the Cuban Government. 

DEMAR CHES TO FRG ON LIBYAN CW PROGRAM 

Q: Last week West German Minister 
Schaeuble reported on his government's in
formation regarding West German firm par
ticipation in the construction of a poison 
gas facility at Rabta, Libya. The report out
lines a number of warnings, notes, de
marches, and other communications both 
formal and informal from the United States 
Government to West German officials. 
Some references in the report such as 
"friendly services" or "partner services" 
may also refer to communications from the 
United States. Please review the Schaeuble 
report and provide the Committee with 
copies of all such communications to the 
West German Government regarding West 
German firm participation in chemical 
weapons production in Libya. 

A: The Department is working with other 
agencies to identify those communications 
with the FRG that raised this issue. In the 
interim, State Department officials, togeth
er with representatives of relevant intelli
gence agencies, are prepared to present a 
classified briefing on this topic. 

DEMARCHES TO FRG ON IRAQI CW PROGRAM 

Q: The March 30, 1984 issue of the New 
York Times, <Page 1) reports on demarches 
made to the West German government re
garding West German firm participation in 
chemical weapons production in Iraq. Please 
provide for the committee copies of all com
munications with the West German govern
ment on this subject. 

A: Information on FRG firms involved in 
building a chemical weapons plant in Iraq 
and the sale of chemicals and specialized 
equipment was passed to FRG officials as 
early as November 1983. The government 
prosecuted the Karl Kolb Company, the 
firm responsible for constructing the CW fa
cility at Samarra, and took several actions 
to stop exports to the Iraqi CW program. 
Classified information passed to FRG offi
cials in Washington and Bonn can be pro
vided the committee in a special intelligence 
briefing. 

cw: JAPANESE INVOLVEMENT AT RABTA 

Q. News accounts suggest that at least two 
Japanese firms, Japan Steel Works and To
shiba, have made deliveries to Rabta. Has 
the Department made any representations 
to the Japanese government on this subject 
and if so, what was their reply? 

A. Since August 1988, the Department has 
had a series of consultations with the Japa-

nese Government concerning the involve
ment of Japanese firms at a metal fabrica
tion plant adjacent to the Libyan chemical 
weapons plant at Rabta. 

Toshiba Corporation recently announced 
that Toshiba electrical switching equipment 
was provided to Japan Steel Works under 
sub-contract. Toshiba Corporation assumes 
the equipment was shipped and installed at 
the metal fabrication plant. The Depart
ment of State had no prior information con
cerning specific Toshiba involvement with 
the metal fabrication plant, but in its diplo
matic representations to the Japanese Gov
ernment, the Department had expressed 
concerns over the involvement of any firms 
with the Libyan chemical weapons program. 

I am advised that consultations, which are 
ongoing, with the Japanese Government 
have been positive and constructive. The 
Government of Japan has informed the U.S. 
that as of July 1988 Japanese firms had 
ceased all involvement with the metal fabri
cation plant. 

The Japanese Government recently has 
taken the following measures on its own ini
tiative to strengthen export controls on pre
cursor chemicals: revised Japan's export 
control order, adding four more chemicals 
<to make a total of 10) to Japan's control 
list; expanded destination controls on pre
cursor chemicals to worldwide; and issued 
warnings and guidance to Japanese chemi
cal companies concerning exports of chemi
cals on the warning list of the Australia 
Group, an organization in which Japan is an 
active member. 

SWISS BANKS 

Q: News accounts from Europe suggest 
that West German firms have used Swiss 
banks as intermediaries and financiers of 
their chemical weapons equipment sales. 
Have we made representations to the Swiss 
government on this subject, and if so, how 
have they responded? 

A: While the Department has not made 
representations to the Swiss government on 
the specific subject of possible use by West 
German firms of Swiss banks as interme
diaries and financiers of chemical weapons 
equipment sales, the Department has ap
proached the Swiss government regarding 
the U.S. government's serious concern about 
chemical weapons proliferation. The Swiss 
government has been asked to undertake to 
ensure that Swiss firms and individuals are 
not providing assistance to the Libyan and 
other Middle Eastern CW programs. 

AUSTRALIA GROUP 

Q: What plans does the Administration 
have to regularize the chemical suppliers' 
group known as the Australia Group? 

A: The Australia Group <members of the 
European Economic Community and Aus
tralia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand, 
Norway, Switzerland, and the United 
States> meets every six months at the Aus
tralian Embassy in Paris to consider the 
problem of Chemical Weapons <CW> prolif
eration. 

Participating states have imposed export 
controls on certain chemical weapons pre
cursors to deny them to probable users, par
ticularly Iran and Iraq. Under the chair
manship of Australia, the group has been 
consulting informally since 1985 to improve 
the effectiveness of those controls and to 
find other ways to curb the illegal use of 
CW. The U.S. is looking into ways to en
hance the effectiveness of the Australia 
Group, including formalizing the Group. 
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DEMARCHES TO ALLIED GOVERNMENTS 

Q: Have we made diplomatic representa
tions to allied governments regarding their 
firms' participation in chemical or biological 
warfare production in Iran, Syria or Egypt? 
If so, please provide details. 

A: I am advised that the Department has 
made numerous diplomatic representations 
to several allied governments since the mid-
1980s on their firms' assistance to chemical 
and biological programs in the Middle East. 
If the Committee so wishes, a classified 
briefing can be provided on such diplomatic 
demarches and other communications. 
Given the sensitive nature of the informa
tion, it would be appropriate for the brief
ing to be conducted by State Department 
officials and representatives of the relevant 
intelligence agencies. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:55 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning March 6, 1989, as "Fed
eral Employees Recognition Week". 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following joint resolution was 

read the first and second times and re
f erred as indicated: 

H.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning March 6, 1989, as "Fed
eral Employee Recognition Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-17. A resolution adopted by the Leg
islature of the State of Minnesota; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

" RESOLUTION No. 1 
"Whereas, because of underfunding, the 

Veterans Administration Central Office has 
found it necessary to limit health care to 
those veterans mandated by public law; and 

"Whereas, in Minnesota, at the Minneapo
lis and St. Cloud Veterans Administration 
Medical Centers, a means test has been es
tablished to determine eligibility for health 
care; and 

"Whereas, some veterans who are inpa
tients requiring nonemergency inpatient 
care who have health insurance, Medicare, 
or substantial liquid assets, will be referred 
to the community not at the Veterans Ad
ministration expense; and 

"Whereas, other veterans who are outpa
tients will receive an initial evaluation and 
medications for up to 14 days, but will not 

be placed in an outpatient program and will 
not be scheduled for continued care; and 

"Whereas, placements for nursing home 
care will now be limited to a maximum of 90 
days when the need primarily results from 
nonservice-connected disabilities; and 

"Whereas, providing over-the-counter 
drugs to patients, if the prescription is to be 
taken on an "as needed" basis, has been dis
continued; and 

"Whereas, the cutbacks in medical care 
provided by the Veterans Administration 
means it will no longer provide veterans 
with the medical care they need and de
serve; and 

"Whereas, it is irresponsible not to pro
vide veterans with this medical care: Now, 
therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the Legislature of the 
State of Minnesota, That it urges the Presi
dent and Congress of the United States to 
restore full funding to the Veterans Admin
istration Medical Centers. 

" Be it further resolved, That the Secretary 
of State of the State of Minnesota is direct
ed to prepare certified copies of this memo
rial and transmit them to the President of 
the United States, the President and Secre
tary of the United States Senate, the Speak
er and Chief Clerk of the United States 
House of Representatives, and to Minneso
ta's Senators and Representatives in Con
gress." 

POM-18. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works: 

"HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL NO. 2 

"We, your Memorialists, the House of 
Representatives and the Senate of the State 
of Idaho assembled in the First Regular Ses
sion of the Centennial Idaho Legislature, do 
hereby respectfully represent that: 

"Whereas, large scale rehabilitation, 
repair and capacity improvements are ongo
ing necessities of the national highway 
transportation system; and 

"Whereas, the highway transportation 
system is the most critical component of the 
physical infrastructure of the United States 
of America; and 

"Whereas, there is a growing and concen
trated national consensus for a program to 
serve the country's highway transportation 
needs through the year 2020; and 

"Whereas, high quality highways are criti
cal to the ability of manufacturers to build 
and deliver products, and to the ability of 
states and communities to attract new in
dustry and to sustain economic growth; and 

"Whereas, the international-trade com
petitive positions of the nation and of the 
states are directly related to the quality of 
access to the Interstate Highway System 
and related also to the physical condition of 
interstate and primary highways; and 

"Whereas, current national policy makes 
no provision for continuing the Federal-Aid 
Highway Program into the future; and 

"Whereas, in all recent federal-aid high
way acts, Congress has had to include provi
sions for extending the Highway Trust 
Fund and the taxes which fund it; Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the members of the first regu
lar session of the Centennial Idaho Legisla
ture, the house of representatives and the 
senate concurring therein, That we petition 
the United States Congress to make perma
nent the Highway Trust Fund and the user 
fees accruing to it, so that a reliable funding 
source is available for constructing, rehabili
tating, and othewise improving the high-

ways and bridges which are so essential to 
the economic vigor of Idaho, and of the 
nation; and be it further 

"Resolved, That we petition the United 
States Congress to protect the Highway 
Trust Fund from predatory proposals to 
divert highway user revenues to programs 
entirely unrelated to the transportation 
purposes for which the Fund was estab
lished; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the 
House of Representatives be, and she is 
hereby authorized and directed to forward 
copies of this Memorial to the President of 
the United States, the Secretary of the 
United States Department of Transporta
tion, the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the United States Congress, the cochairmen 
of the National Economic Commission, and 
the congressional delegation representing 
the State of Idaho in the Congress of the 
United States." 

POM-19. A resolution adopted by the leg
islature of Ulster County, New York favor
ing enactment of the Recyclable Materials 
Science and Technology Development Act; 
to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

POM-20. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Idaho to the 
Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 1 
"We, your Memorialists, the House of 

Representatives and the Senate of the State 
of Idaho assembled in the First Regular Ses
sion of the Centennial Idaho Legislature, do 
hereby respectfully represent that: 

"Whereas, the United States Congress is 
seeking some effective means of reducing 
the federal budget deficit in the immediate 
future; and 

"Whereas, several proposals being consid
ered for budget reduction purposes would 
increase the existing federal gasoline tax by 
various sizable increments; and 

"Whereas, the U.S. Department of Energy 
has stated that "a motor fuel tax will create 
an economic loss which is of far greater 
magnitude than the possible benefits ... "; 
and 

"Whereas, a gasoline tax for deficit reduc
tion would be a regressive tax affecting the 
poor to a greater extent than other income 
levels; and 

"Whereas, states would receive no direct 
revenue benefits, while incurring substan
tial increases in their public assistance costs; 
and 

"Whereas, residents of the south, midwest 
and west pay more fuel taxes because they 
must travel greater distances by personal 
vehicles than residents of other regions and 
therefore would bear a disproportions 
burden of deficit reduction; and 

"Whereas, since there continues to exist a 
great need to rehabilitate and reconstruct 
the nation's transportation infrastructure, 
motor fuel taxes should continue to be dedi
cated to transportation purposes; and 

"Whereas, the tourism industry, one of 
the top three employers in eighty per cent 
of the states, would be adversely affected; 
and 

"Whereas, the gross national product, 
consumer price index, and employment all 
would be severely and negatively affected; 
and 

"Whereas, raising the gasoline excise tax 
for deficit reduction purposes would not 
only undermine the highway trust fund, but 
would also fail to get to the root of the 
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problem of federal spending exceeding fed
eral income: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the members of the first regu
lar session of the Centennial Idaho Legisla
ture, the house of representatives and the 
senate concurring therein, That we petition 
the United States Congress to oppose the 
use of the Federal gasoline tax to reduce 
the federal deficit; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the 
House of Representatives be, and she is 
hereby authorized and directed to forward a 
copy of this Memorial to the President of 
the United States, the Secretary of the 
United States Department of Transporta
tion, the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the United States Congress, the cochairmen 
of the National Economic Commission, and 
the congressional delegation representing 
the state of Idaho in the Congress of the 
United States." 

POM-21. A resolution adopted by the Mu
nicipal Police Employees Retirement 
System, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, relative to 
medicare, social security, and related pro
grams for state and local public employees; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

POM-22. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Represenatives of the State of 
Michigan; to the Committee on Governmen
tal Affairs. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 766 
"Whereas, The year 1990 marks the 150th 

anniversary of the 1840 "log cabin and hard 
cider" presidential campaign of William 
Henry Harrison, the ninth President of the 
United States. A man to the manor born 
and the son of the governor of Virginia, he 
gained fame for himself as victor over the 
Indians at the Battle of Tippecanoe; and 

"Whereas, While Harrison's own high 
living on his 3,000-acre estate in Ohio result
ed in great debt, the image of himself he 
projected as a Whig candidate in the 1840 
election was of a simple man of the frontier 
who enjoyed nothing better than sipping 
cider in his log cabin. This man of myth re
ceived fifty-three percent of the popular 
vote in this contest against President 
Martin Van Buren. One month after taking 
office, he was dead, having caught cold 
during lengthy inaugural address in the 
freezing rain. He never made a single major 
decision as president, but did turn the atten
tion of the nation to the sturdy, little 
houses that served so well the early settlers 
as the American frontier was pushed west
ward; and 

"Whereas, Log cabins, humble dwellings 
fashioned out of the rich resources at hand, 
were the homes of many early settlers who 
found the construction of shelter the first 
priority in the new land. Log cabins are, of 
course, places of the past. Time, neglect, 
and often fire have removed their traces 
from the landscape, while a few still stand 
preserved and maintained by historical soci
eties. Yet, log cabins are also places of the 
present and the future, a fact attested to by 
their new popularity as cottages and year
round homes. The log cabin is a true Ameri
can artifact, one deserving of special nation
al recognition: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representa
tives, That this legislative body respectfully 
memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to issue a log cabin commemorative 
postage stamp in 1990 to commemorate the 
important place of these humble dwellings 
in our pioneer and political history; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be transmitted to the President of the 
United States Senate, to the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, to 
the United States Postmaster General, and 
to the members of the Michigan congres
sional delegation." 

POM-23. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Third Olbiil Era Kelulau; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 

"Whereas, the former Congressman Lujan 
is a native of Albuquerque, New Mexico; and 

"Whereas, the former Congressman Lujan 
is a Republican of New Mexico and was 
elected to the House of Representatives of 
the United States Congress in 1970, having 
served nine terms in the Congress; and 

"Whereas, the former Congressman Lujan 
served on the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and served as a Ranking 
Minority Member of the House Committee 
on Science and Technology in the United 
States Congress; and 

"Whereas, the former Congressman Lujan 
co-sponsored the United States Congress 
House Joint Resolution No. 597 with Con
gressman Ron de Lugo of the Virgin Islands, 
which resolution attempted to authorize 
entry into force of and increase the benefits 
in the Compact of Free Association between 
the United States and the Government of 
Palau; and 

"Whereas, the former Congressman Lujan 
has retired from the United States Congress 
after serving nine full terms; and 

"Whereas, the new President of the 
United States, the Honorable George Bush, 
has appointed the former United States 
Congressman Manuel Lujan, Jr. to the posi
tion of Secretary of the United States De
partment of the Interior; and 

"Whereas, the people of the Republic of 
Palau are pleased with the appointment of 
the former Congressman, the Honorable 
Manuel Lujan, Jr., who has distinguished 
himself as a capable statesman and a strong 
advocate of Pacific interests, to this impor
tant position which has a direct impact 
upon the relationship between the United 
States and the Republic of Palau; now, 
therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the Senate of the Third 
Olbiil Era Kelulau, First Regular Session, 
January 1989, the House of Delegates con
curring, that the people of Palau, represent
ed in the Olbiil Era Kelulau, do hereby con
gratulate and commend the former United 
States Congressman, the Honorable Manuel 
Lujan, Jr., on his appointment to the posi
tion of Secretary of the United States De
partment of the Interior; and 

"Be if further resolved that certified 
copies of this joint resolution be personally 
delivered to the Honorable Manuel Lujan, 
Jr. upon his arrival in Palau; the President 
of the United States of America; the Vice 
President of the United States of America 
in his capacity as the President of the 
Senate: the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives of the United States Congress; 
the President of the Republic of Palau; the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Delegates of the Third Olbiil 
Era Kelulau." 

POM-24. A petition from the Secretary of 
the State of Arizona transmitting revised 
election figures for certain candidates; to 
t he Committ ee on Rules and Administra
tion. 

POM-25. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of South 

Dakota; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration: 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 4 
Whereas, the economy of the United 

States continues to be threatened by an in
creasing federal budget deficit attributable 
in large part to increases in federal spend
ing; and 

"Whereas, the federal budget deficit 
reached one hundred twenty-five billion dol
lars as of June 30, 1988; and 

"Whereas, Congress continually fails to 
take corrective action to effectively reduce 
the federal budget deficit; and 

"Whereas, the national average annual 
per capita income for 1987 was fifteen thou
sand four hundred eighty-one dollars; and 

"Whereas, the recommendation of the 
Quadrennial Commission on Executive, Leg
islative and Judicial salaries calling for an 
approximate fifty percent increase in pay 
for United States congressmen has been ap
proved by the President: and 

"Whereas, the pay for congressmen under 
the salary raise proposal would increase 
from eighty-nine thousand five hundred 
dollars to one hundred thirty-five thousand 
dollars per year; and 

"Whereas, Congress may take action on 
the recommendation on or before February 
7, 1989, to reduce or eliminate the raise for 
members of Congress; and 

"Whereas, the members of Congress 
should debate in public the merits and dis
advantages of such a pay raise at this time: 
Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Senate of the Sixty
fourth Legislature of the state of South 
Dakota, the House of Representatives con
curring therein, that the South Dakota 
state Legislature respectfully request that 
the United States House of Representatives 
and the United States Senate conduct 
meaningful debate and vote on the subject 
of a congressional salary increase and do so 
prior to the February 7th deadline; and 

"Be it further resolved, that the Secretary 
of the Senate of the state of South Dakota 
forward a copy of this resolution to the 
members of Congress in key leadership posi
tions." 

POM-26. A resolution adopted by the Leg
islature of the State of Minnesota; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs: 

RESOLUTION No. l 
"Whereas, because of underfunding, the 

Veterans Administration Central Office has 
found it necessary to limit health care to 
those veterans mandated by public law; and 

"Whereas, in Minnesota, at the Minneapo
lis and St. Cloud Veterans Administration 
Medical Centers, a means test has been es
tablished to determine eligibility for health 
care: and 

"Whereas, some veterans who are inpa
tients requiring nonemergency inpatient 
care who have health insurance, Medicare, 
or substantial liquid assets, will be referred 
to the community not at the Veterans Ad
ministration expense; and 

"Whereas, other veterans who are outpa
tient will receive an initial evaluation and 
medications for up to 14 days, but will not 
be placed in an outpatient program and will 
not be scheduled for continued care; and 

"Whereas, placements for nursing home 
care will now be limited to a maximum of 90 
days when the need primarily results from 
nonservice-connected disabilities; and 

"Whereas, providing over-the-counter 
drugs to patients, if the prescription is to be 
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taken on an "as needed" basis, has been dis
continued; and 

"Whereas, the cutbacks in medical care 
provided by the Veterans Administration 
means it will no longer provide veterans 
with the medical care they need and de
serve; and 

"Whereas, it is irresponsible not to pro
vide veterans with this medical care; Now, 
therefore, be it resolved by the Legislature 
of the State of Minnesota that it urges the 
President and Congress of the United States 
to restore full funding to the Veterans Ad
ministration Medical Centers. 

"Be it further resolved that the Secretary 
of State of the State of Minnesota is direct
ed to prepare certified copies of this memo
rial and transmit them to the President of 
the United States, the President and Secre
tary of the United States Senate, the Speak
er and Chief Clerk of the United States 
House of Representatives, and to Minneso
ta's Senators and Representatives in Con
gress." 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources: 

Adm. James D. Watkins, United States 
Navy, Retired, of California, to be Secretary 
of Energy. 

<The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that it be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. HATCH <for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. METZ
ENBAUM, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. 
COATS, and Mr. GORE): 

S. 479. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code to allow for deduction of qualified 
adoption expenses and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. 480. A bill to authorize the several 

States and District of Columbia to collect 
certain taxes with respect to sales of tangi
ble personal property by nonresident per
sons who solicit such sales; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S. 481. A bill to place a moratorium on the 

relocation of Navajo and Hopi Indians 
under Public Law 93- 531, and for other pur
poses; to the Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. 482. A bill for the relief of Abu-Ras 

Nehad and Fadia Salem; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 483. A bill for the relief of Hreinn Pio 
Francisco Lindal; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 484. A bill for the relief of Taras 
Eugene Bileski and Rina Bileski; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GORE <for himself, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. HEINZ, Mr. KERRY, Mr. RocKE
FELLER, Mr. SASSER, Mr. SHELBY, and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 485. A bill to authorize a White House 
Conference on Homelessness; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 486. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

the Interior to construct and test the Lake 
Meredith salinity control project, New 
Mexico and Texas, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. CRANSTON <for himself and 
Mr. MATSUNAGA): 

S. 487. A bill to include among those eligi
ble for the prisoner-of-war medal certain in
dividuals who were held captive in circum
stances comparable to those under which 
persons have been held captive by enemy 
governments; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. FOWLER (for himself, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. FORD, Mr. METZ
ENBAUM, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. WIRTH): 

S. 488. A bill to provide Federal assistance 
and leadership to a program of research, de
velopment and demonstration of renewable 
energy and energy efficiency technologies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
KASTEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. PELL, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
ExoN, and Mr. D'AMATO): 

S. 489. A bill to transfer certain funds 
available for State legalization assistance 
grants to programs to assist refugees; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 490. A bill to amend the Occupational 

Safety and Health Act of 1977 to increase 
the civil penalties imposed for certain viola
tions of such act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution designating 

April 8, 1989, as "Chief Justice Earl Warren 
Day" ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S. Res. 73. Resolution relating to the con

tinued availability of funds for State legal
ization impact assistance grants; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. Con. Res. 16. Concurrent resolution 

calling on the Government of Vietnam to 
expedite the release and emigration of all 
political prisoners; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HATCH <for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. THURMOND, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
SYMMS, Mr. COATS, and Mr. 
GORE): 

S. 479. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code to allow for deduction 
of qualified adoption expenses, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

FAIRNESS FOR ADOPTING FAMILIES ACT 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am in

troducing today the Fairness for 
Adopting Families Act, a bill that will 
greatly assist American families to 
adopt children. Senators THURMOND, 
SIMON, HUMPHREY, METZENBAUM, 
COCHRAN, LEVIN, SYMMS, COATS, and 
GORE are joining with me to introduce 
this legislation. 

A tax deduction for adoption ex
penses is desperately needed, both for 
its substance as well as its message. As 
lawmakers, we must make sure our 
laws treat families formed through 
adoption the same as laws for families 
formed biologically. As lawmakers, we 
must also continue to express our sup
port for the family unit. We all agree 
that strong families are the key to a 
strong America and our support for 
their formation must be the corner
stone of our message. For many pro
spective parents, the only way to form 
their family is through adoption. 

To many seeking to adopt a child, 
the costs associated with such a proce
dure are simply prohibitive. Prospec
tive parents are often required to pay 
not only court and attorney fees but 
also expenses for maternity home 
services, hospital and physician costs, 
and at times, prenatal care expenses 
for the natural mother. Data provided 
the National Center for Adoption 
show that the actual costs connected 
with legal adoptions can exceed 
$15,000. Family wealth should not be 
the determinative factor in adopting a 
child. This bill recognizes the impor
tance of the family unit through alle
viating many of the cost barriers asso
ciated with adoption. 

This proposed legislation has three 
major features. First, it would provide 
a tax deduction of up to $5,000 for un
reimbursed and legitimate adoption 
expenses. Second, it would exclude 
from an employee's gross income up to 
$5,000 in payments made by an em
ployer for adoption expenses. Third, it 
would treat any employer contribution 
to an adoption expense plan as a de
ductible business expense. 

This bill provides that as long as an 
adoption is in accordance with State 
and local law, the tax deduction for 
unreimbursed adoption expenses 
would be available. Each legal adop
tion is socially useful and beneficial. 
Each adopting family deserves our 
support. This is true whether the child 
is a healthy infant, a child with special 
needs, or a child from another coun
try. 

This legislation does not provide, 
however, a deduction for expenses for 
adoptions administered through illegal 
practices, such as through a baby 
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broker. Many adopting parents in my 
own State of Utah and in other States 
have been defrauded by such schemes. 
The cost of an illegal adoption often 
exceeds $25,000, most of which goes 
into the pockets of middlemen. Fees 
for such unconscionable arrangements 
should not and would not be deducti
ble. 

Two of this bill's provisions deal 
with the interest in adoption by many 
of America's employers. Corporations 
such as Dow Chemical, IBM, Digital 
Equipment, and Honeywell off er adop
tion benefits. This legislation will en
courage more employers to establish 
such profamily plans. 

The bill addresses two problems now 
associated with employer-provided 
adoption benefits. The first problem is 
that adoption payments made to em
ployees are taxable to the employee as 
income. The bill excludes from an em
ployee's income those payments. The 
second problem is that employers may 
not treat their adoption payments to 
employees as deductible business ex
penses. The bill solves this problem by 
treating employer contributions to an 
adoption expense reimbursement pro
gram as ordinary and necessary busi
ness expenses. 

This legislation will also save our so
ciety money. The National Center for 
Adoption has shown savings in two 
ways. First, the bill would move thou
sands of children, who might other
wise have lingered in foster care, into 
loving homes. Second, the tax deduc
tion encourages shifting medical costs 
to the adopting family and away from 
the more expensive AFDC and Medic
aid systems. 

I strongly encourage my colleagues 
to support this legislation. We are rep
resentatives of a society that professes 
a commitment to ensure the success of 
the family. The Tax Code should dem
onstrate that commitment by allowing 
for the deduction of adoption ex
penses. Congress manifested its agree
ment with this concept last fall when 
it included in the Technical and Mis
cellaneous Revenue Act of 1988 a 
sense of the Congress resolution that 
adoption expenses should be deducti
ble. President Bush has also recog
nized the importance of the deduction 
by including it as a proposal in his 
budget message to Congress. 

I urge my colleagues on the Finance 
Committee to take quick action on 
this bill. The $5,000 limit on the de
duction is a flexible figure and can be 
changed to meet budgetary con
straints, as are other provisions in this 
bill. The most important resource 
America has is its families. We must 
do everything in our power to ensure 
their continued growth and success. A 
relatively small dollar investment in 
this bill will greatly benefit not only 
children and families but society as a 
whole. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill and summary of 
the bill be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 479 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Fairness for 
Adopting Families Act". 
SEC. 2. DEDUGl'ION FOR ADOPTION EXPENSES. 

(a) DEDUCTION FOR ADOPTION EXPENSES.-
( 1) IN GENERAL.-Part VII of subchapter B 

of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 <relating to additional itemized de
ductions for individuals) is amended by re
designating section 220 as section 221 and 
by inserting after section 219 the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 220. ADOPTION EXPf~NSES. 

"(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.-ln the 
case of an individual, there shall be allowed 
as a deduction for the taxable year the 
amount of the qualified adoption expenses 
paid or incurred by the taxpayer during 
such taxable year. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS.-
"(!) DOLLAR LIMITATION.-The amount al

lowable as a deduction under subsection (a) 
with respect to the legal adoption of any 
child by the taxpayer shall not exceed 
$5,000. 

"(2) INCOME LIMITATION.-The amount al
lowable as a deduction under subsection Ca) 
for any taxable year shall be reduced Cbut 
not below zero) by an amount which bears 
the same ratio to the amount so allowable 
<determined without regard to this para
graph but with regard to paragraph Cl)) 
as-

" (A) the amount Cif any) by which the 
taxpayer's income <determined without 
regard to this section and section 134) ex
ceeds $60,000, bears to 

"CB) $10,000. 
"(3) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-No deduction shall be 

allowed under subsection (a) for any ex
pense for which a deduction or credit is al
lowable under any other provision of this 
chapter. 

"(B) GRANTs.-No deduction shall be al
lowed under subsection (a) for any expenses 
paid from any funds received under any 
Federal, State, or local program. 

"(C) QUALIFIED ADOPTION EXPENSES.-For 
purposes of this section-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified 
adoption expenses' means reasonable and 
necessary adoption fees (including agency 
fees), court costs, attorney fees, and other 
expenses which-

"(A) are directly related to the legal adop
tion of a child by the taxpayer but only if 
such adoption has been arranged-

"(i) by a State or local agency with re
sponsibility under State or local law for 
child placement through adoption, 

"(ii) by a non-profit, voluntary adoption 
agency which is authorized by State or local 
law to place children for adoption, or 

"(iii) through a private placement, and 
"(B) are not incurred in violation of State 

or Federal law. 
"( 2) ADOPTION EXPENSES NOT TO INCLUDE 

CERTAIN AMOUNTS.-The term 'qualified 
adoption expenses' shall not include any ex
penses in connection with-

"CA) the adoption by an individual of a 
child who is the child of such individual's 
spouse, or 

"CB) travel outside the United States, 
unless such travel is required-

"(i) as a condition of a legal adoption by 
the country of the child's origin, 

"(ii) to assess the health and status of the 
child to be adopted, or 

"(iii) to escort the child to be adopted to 
the United States. 

"(3) CHILD.-The term 'child' shall include 
any child determined by the State to be a 
child described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
section 473(c) of the Social Security Act." 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for such part VII is amended by 
striking out the last item and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"Sec. 220. Adoption expenses. 

"Sec. 221. Cross reference." 
(b) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.-
Cl) IN GENERAL.-Part III of subchapter B 

of chapter 1 of such Code <relating to items 
specifically excluded from gross income) is 
amended by redesignating section 135 as 
section 136 and by inserting after section 
134 the following new section: 
"SEC. 13S. ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 

"Ca) IN GENERAL.-Gross income of an em
ployee does not include amounts paid or ex
penses incurred by the employer for quali
fied adoption expenses in connection with 
the adoption of a child by an employee if 
such amounts are furnished pursuant to an 
adoption assistance program. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS.-
"(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.-The amount ex

cludable from gross income under subsec
tion Ca) with respect to the legal adoption of 
any child by the taxpayer shall not exceed 
the excess (of any) of $5,000 over the 
amount allowable as a deduction under sec
tion 220 with respect to such adoption. 

"(2) INCOME LIMITATION.-The amount ex
cludable from gross income under subsec
tion (a) for any taxable year shall be re
duced <but not below zero) by an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the amount 
so excludable <determined without regard to 
this paragraph but with regard to para
graph Cl)) as-

"<A> the amount <if any) by which the 
taxpayer's taxable income <determined 
without regard to this section and section 
220) exceeds $60,000, bears to 

"(B) $10,000. 
"(c) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.-For 

purposes of this section, an adoption assist
ance program is a plan of an employer-

"Cl) under which the employer provides 
employees with adoption assistance, and 

"(2) which meets-
"<A> the requirements of section 89(k), 

and 
" (B) requirements similar to the require

ments of paragraphs (2), (3), and (5) of sec
tion 127Cb>. 

"(d) QUALIFIED ADOPTION EXPENSES.-For 
purposes of this section, the term 'qualified 
adoption expenses' has the meaning given 
such term by section 220(c)." 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Paragraph (2) 
of section 89(i) of such Code (defining statu
tory employee benefit plan) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

"CD) An adoption assistance program 
<within the meaning of section 135(c))." 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for part III of subchapter B of 
chapter 1 of such Code is amended by strik-
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ing out the last item and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"Sec. 135. Adoption assistance programs. 
"Sec. 136. Cross reference to other Acts. " 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply to taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1988. 

COMPONENTS OF ADOPTION TAX DEDUCTION 
BILL 

Title: Fairness for Adopting Families Act. 
1. Provides tax deduction for adoption ex

penses: allowance of a deduction for the 
costs of an adoption, in accordance with 
State law, including infant, special needs, or 
foreign child. The amount allowable is 
capped at $5,000. Families earning up to 
$60,000 could deduct 100 percent of ex
penses, with a gradual phaseout of the ben
efit from $60,000 to $70,000 annual income. 
Adoption expenses which are not tax de
ductible include relative adoptions and for
eign travel not associated with requirements 
of a foreign adoption. 

2. Excludes from employee's income adop
tion expenses paid by an employer up to 
$5,000. 

3. Treats employer contribution to adop
tion expense plan as an ordinary and neces
sary business expense. 

4. Effective date: applies to expenses in
curred or paid for adoptions which become 
final after December 31, 1988. 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. 480. A bill to authorize the several 

States and the District of Columbia to 
collect certain taxes with respect to 
sales of tangible personal property by 
nonresident persons who solicit such 
sales; to the Committee on Finance. 

EQUITY IN INTERSTATE COMPETITION ACT OF 
1989 

e Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
correct an inequity which is eroding 
State tax bases and injuring local re
tailers. The Equity in Interstate Com
petition Act is identical to legislation I 
introduced in the lOOth Congress to 
help State governments collect sales 
taxes on interstate mail order sales. 

Congressional interest in this issue 
has grown as States have become in
creasingly concerned about their in
ability to collect sales taxes on out-of
State mail order purchases by their 
residents. During the lOOth Congress, 
the House Subcommittee on Select 
Revenues reported a measure requiring 
large retailers to collect sales taxes on 
such transactions. Hearings were held 
in the Senate by the Finance Subcom
mittee on Taxation and Debt Manage
ment, and the chairman of the Small 
Business Committee introduced legisla
tion to address this inequity. 

In 1967, the Supreme Court held in 
the National Bellas Hess case that, 
without congressional guidance, a 
State could not require an out-of-State 
vendor to collect and remit the State 
sales or use tax on purchases made by 
customers in that State if the compa
ny did not have an actual physical 
presence in that State. Since that deci
sion, however, the retail sales market 

has changed significantly, with mail 
order companies enjoying a rapid 
growth in popularity. Direct market
ers have increased annual earnings to 
more than $150 billion through cata
log sales and at-home shopping by 
means of cable television, telephones, 
and computers. The National Confer
ence of State Legislatures reports that 
more than 14 percent of all retail sales 
are now made by out-of-State direct 
sellers. The National Association of 
Tax Administrators estimates that 
interstate transactions could eventual
ly reach 25 percent of all retail sales. 

My own State of Mississippi depends 
heavily on sales and use tax revenues 
to support education, health, welfare, 
corrections, and other operations of 
government. These taxes account for 
62 percent of State tax collections and 
are derived from the sale of items 
which could be sold in interstate com
merce. The Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations esti
mates that Mississippi will lose ap
proximately $23.4 million in 1989 as a 
result of mail order sales that escape 
taxation. 

It is important that Congress pro
vide State governments with the op
portunity to collect all revenues to 
which they are entitled. Many States 
and local authorities have had to raise 
taxes and curtail services in order to 
meet their obligations. The State of 
Mississippi, for instance, has raised its 
sales and use tax rate twice since 1983, 
to a current level of 6 percent. Income 
tax rates for individuals and corpora
tions have been increased, and expend
itures for many programs have been 
reduced. 

States are justified in urging that 
unwarranted tax exemptions enjoyed 
by out-of-State vendors be removed. 
Increased mail order sales have divert
ed business from local companies 
which support their communities 
through services, property taxes, and 
charitable contributions. It is unfair to 
exempt mail order firms from sales 
taxes that are collectible when the 
same products are purchased from a 
local retailer. 

My bill does not authorize a new tax, 
nor does it create burdens for the con
sumer. The legislation simply gives 
States the authority to require that 
out-of-State retailers collect sales 
taxes which are already legally due. 

Under my bill, collection of the sales 
tax can only be required if the sale 
destination is in the State imposing 
the tax and the seller engages in regu
lar or systematic soliciting of sales in 
that State. Small mail order firms will 
not be affected, since collection will be 
required only if the seller has gross 
sales of $12.5 million nationwide or 
over $500,000 in a particular State. 

The bill will not require the collec
tion of local sales taxes unless they are 
uniform throughout that State. Ac
counting for collection will be limited 

to quarterly reporting, and the bill 
specifies that the seller will not have 
to account in any manner for receipts 
on the basis of geographic location 
within the State. 

It is time for Congress to recognize 
this tax inequity and to act to give our 
States the authority to correct the 
problem. I urge Senators to join me in 
support of this legislation.e 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S. 481. A bill to place a moratorium 

on the relocation of Navajo and Hopi 
Indians under Public Law 93-531, and 
for other purposes; to the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

MORATORIUM ON RELOCATION OF NAVAJO AND 
HOPI INDIANS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to reintroduce leg
islation to halt for at least 18 months 
the relocation, pursuant to Public Law 
93-531, of Navajo and Hopi Indians 
from their ancestral homes in and 
around Big Mountain in the northern 
desert area of Arizona. Identical legis
lation is being introduced in the House 
by Congressman BATES. This issue in
volves important questions of religious 
freedom and Native American policy. 
The legislation I am introducing today 
is based on a measure I first intro
duced during the 99th Congress as S. 
2545 and reintroduced as S. 2452 in 
the lOOth Congress. Unfortunately, 
after having been referred to the 
Senate Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs in both the 99th and lOOth 
Congresses, no action was taken on 
either bill. 

Mr. President, the need for Congress 
to place a moratorium to halt further 
relocations is now as urgent as ever. 
Indeed, the problems faced by Hopi 
and Navajo as they confront the relo
cation mandated by Public Law 93-531 
are increasing with time rather than 
decreasing. 

PUBLIC LAW 93-531 

Mr. President, Congress enacted 
Public Law 93-531, the Hopi and 
Navajo Land Settlement Act of 1974, 
in an attempt to resolve what ap
peared merely as a land dispute be
tween two Indian tribes occupying ad
jacent reservations. Public Law 93-531 
resulted in the partition of land, 
known as the Joint Use Area, which 
had been held jointly by the two 
tribes. The statute also mandated the 
relocation of Indians of each tribe 
then living on lands partitioned to the 
other, and established the Navajo and 
Hopi Indian Relocation Commission to 
carry out this mandate. 

Mr. President, the competing inter
ests involved in generating the Hopi 
and Navajo Settlement Act debate 
were not as clearcut as they may have 
first appeared. A land dispute between 
the Hopi and Navajo Tribal Councils 
regarding the proper bounds of their 
respective reservations as set forth in 
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the Executive order of 1882, was 
surely a motivating force in generating 
the debate. Yet, as many people have 
come to understand, this boundary dis
pute is one which has little meaning to 
many of the traditional Navajo and 
Hopi inhabiting the Joint Use Area, 
who have lived side by side, traded and 
intermarried for generations and who 
are the ones most affected by the relo
cation mandates. Furthermore, the 
unclear role played by those in favor 
of developing coal and other energy 
resources in the Joint Use Area re
mains a troubling aspect of the debate. 

Mr. President, my proposal to estab
lish an 18-month moratorium on the 
Federal Government's relocation ef
forts will give the Congress the oppor
tunity to rethink the Hopi-Navajo 
land dispute controversy in the only 
way that is practical, and to correct it, 
as conscience and fairness require. 
Perhaps more importantly, it will give 
those most directly affected by this 
situation-for the first time-the op
portunity to speak and negotiate for 
themselves. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Mr. President, as I mentioned earli
er, it is true that a long-standing con
flict between the federally recognized 
Hopi and Navajo tribal councils is one 
aspect of this controversy. That over 
the centuries differences have arisen 
between Navajo and Hopi residing on 
adjacent lands in northeastern Arizo
na is also true. 

Although minor differences exist in 
the various historical accounts of how 
the complex relationship between 
Hopi and Navajo residing in northern 
Arizona developed, the general history 
of this area can be outlined as follows. 

Descended from the Anasazi ("the 
Ancient Ones") cliff dwellers of Mesa 
Verde and elsewhere, the Hopi have 
lived in what is now northeastern Ari
zona at least since 1000 A.D. Indeed, 
the Hopi have a longer authenticated 
history in North America than any 
other ethnic group. 

Today the Hopi occupy the same 
self-governing, autonomous villages on 
three high mesas as were occupied by 
their ancestors centuries ago. Old 
Oraibi, on Third Mesa, established 
around 1100 A.D.. is the oldest con
tinuously occupied community in 
North America. Most Hopi villagers 
are primarily farmers who depend on 
their own agriculture for their surviv
al. Living areas are generally limited 
to the mesa villages while Hopi farms 
are located below and surrounding the 
villages, within about a 5 to 10 mile 
radius, on communally held land. In 
addition to farming, grazing, and gath
ering, lower elevation outland areas 
are used for religious and cultural pur
poses. 

The Navajo first arrived in the area 
sometime in the 15th century. The 
Navajo were herdsmen who required 
grazing lands for their animals. Their 

pastoral lifestyle and their need for 
abundant grazing lands for their live
stock brought them into occasional 
conflict with numerous Southwestern 
neighbors, including the Hopi. Often, 
however, Navajo were allied with 
Pueblo Indians against a common 
enemy, the Spanish, who showed up in 
the area in 1540, and continued to 
occupy the area until 1823, when 
Mexico took jurisdiction. 

Mexican rule ended in 1848, when 
the United States acquired jurisdiction 
over the area through the Treaty of 
Hidalgo. Yet, like the Spanish adven
turers before them, the arrival of 
American immigrants led to competi
tion and friction. The entrance of the 
U.S. Government in the lives of the 
Southwestern Indian tribes soon fol
lowed. 

The intensity of the tensions which 
developed between the United States 
and the Navajo Nation led to the infa
mous "search-and-destroy" campaigns 
of Kit Carson in 1863 and culminated 
in the forced relocation ("The Long 
Walk") of the Navajo to Fort Sumner, 
NM. Five years later, the Navajo were 
released from Fort Sumner and the 
U.S. Government approved for them a 
small land holding by Executive order. 

Although the U.S. military cam
paign against the Navajo, their dire 
economic condition upon release from 
Fort Sumner, their subsequent west
ward expansion, and their growing 
population sometimes strained rela
tions between Hopi and Navajo, they 
continued to engage in both social 
intercourse and commercial trade. 
Indeed, in the latter part of the 1860's, 
Hopi and Navajo traditional leaders 
met together in the Hopi village at 
Walpi, on First Mesa, and entered into 
a Treaty of Peace. Despite the passage 
of time, many Hopi and Navajo tradi
tional leaders claim this peace pact, as 
well as older covenants of peace, re
portedly dating back to the 15th cen
tury, have not been broken and con
tinue to bind them to this day. 

In 1882, President Chester withdrew 
certain lands from the public domain 
under Executive order, "for the use 
and occupancy of Moqui, [Hopi] and 
such other Indians as the Secretary of 
the Interior may see fit to settle there
in." 

The ambiguity of this language later 
became the basis of complex and 
lengthy litigation between the federal
ly recognized Hopi and Navajo tribal 
councils, to determine the rights and 
interests granted to each tribe by the 
1882 Executive order. The Hopi and 
Navajo Settlement Act of 1974, then, 
represented an attempt by Congress to 
enforce a final settlement of the com
peting land title claims of the Hopi 
and Navajo tribal councils, title claims 
with origins in a 19th century Execu
tive order of President Arthur. 

HUMAN COSTS OF PUBLIC LAW 93-531 

Mr. President, I believe it is impera
tive that we not allow the "land title" 
aspects of the controversy to obscure 
the staggering human costs of imple
menting the relocations mandated by 
Public Law 93-531. · 

As we now know, early estimates of 
the number of individuals subject to 
relocation were not accurate. Rather 
than approximately 1,000 families, 
more recent estimates of the Navajo 
and Hopi Relocation Commission indi
cate that full implementation of 
Public Law 93-531 may require the re
location of approximately 2, 700 fami
lies. Altogether then, the families, pre
dominately Navajo, subject to the relo
cation mandates of Public Law 93-531 
may total close to three times the 
number originally estimated. This 
means that full implementation of 
Public Law 93-531 may require the re
location of more than 10,000 individ
ual family members. 

In February 1985, President Reagan 
commissioned William P. Clark, 
former Secretary of the Interior, to 
study certain aspects of the implemen
tation of Public Law 93-531. A memo
randum dated September 20, 1985, pre
pared by Richard C. Morris, who 
served as counsel in the Department 
of Interior, outlines many problems re
lated to implementation of the reloca
tion mandates of Public Law 93-531. 
The Morris report describes the suf
fering of some of those who voluntari
ly accepted relocation to the off-reser
vation, urban areas: 

[Plarticularly the older-or traditional
families have been able unable to cope in an 
urban or even suburban environment. Some 
could speak only in their native tongue and 
had no marketable skills. They had no un
derstanding of municipal taxes, utility serv
ices, or maintenance of the simplest me
chanical devices in their modern homes. 
They were soon in debt and became victims 
of unscrupulous lenders. Many lost or sold 
the homes provided by the Relocation Com
mission, probably the central reason they 
had agreed to move in the first instance. 
Many suffered severe emotional traumas 
when placed in an environment in which 
they could not cope and now regret their de
cision to move. 

Some of the problems faced by those 
who "volunteered" for relocation such 
as cultural shock and substandard 
living conditions are also addressed in 
a report released on April 25, 1985, by 
the surveys and investigations staff of 
the Subcommittee on the Department 
of Interior and Related Agencies of 
the House Committee on Appropria
tions. This report is critical of the way 
the relocations mandated by Public 
Law 93-531 have been implemented by 
the Relocation Commission, and it 
highlights a number of the problem 
areas, including: long delays in com
pleting replacement housing, a lack of 
planning, failure to provide decent 
housing, cost overruns, inadequate 
counseling activities, relocatee housing 
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resale activity and related fraud alle
gations. 

The large-scale removal of people 
from their traditional homes to new 
communities required by Public Law 
93-531 surely poses logistical prob
lems. Nevertheless, the failures of the 
Relocation Commission to cope with 
logistical and other problems has in
creased the human suffering of reloca
tees. This intolerable situation must 
not be allowed to continue. 

RELIGION AND TRADITIONAL RESISTANCE 
If the experiences of those who "vol

unteered" for relocation are disturb
ing, the problems of those Navajo sub
ject to relocation who have steadfastly 
refused to go, are even more so. Yet, 
despite years of impoverishment, 
forced livestock reduction and a pro
found sense of uncertainty concerning 
their future, traditional Navajo con
tinue to oppose relocation. The es
sence of the Navajo resistance to the 
relocation mandates of Public Law 93-
531 is founded in their traditional 
Navajo religion. As one Navajo resister 
has explained, relocation is not accept
able to traditionals because it would 
force them to accept a "deportation 
from the spiritual world of their an
cestors." Many of those who have 
chosen to relocate frame their decision 
in a religious context as well. For ex
ample, one Navajo relocatee explained 
his decision to relocate: "we are Chris
tians and our God can go anywhere." 

Because their religion is linked to 
the land, compulsory relocation would 
seriously undermine traditional 
Navajo religious beliefs. Relocation 
heightens the spiritual, social, and 
psychological suffering experienced by 
traditionals by tampering with their 
connection to the land and their 
system of religious belief. 

The complex relationship which has 
developed over the years between 
Navajo and Hopi in major part arises 
from historical, cultural and tradition
al considerations. Throughout numer
ous legal struggles between the two 
federally recognized tribal councils 
over the past few decades, however, 
many traditional Hopi and Navajo 
have always maintained that they had 
more in common than at odds. 

The religious beliefs of traditional 
Hopi and Navajo are both based on 
land theologies which follow natural 
laws. Moreover, they share a commit
ment to revere forever and serve as 
caretakers of the land. This commit
ment serves as a strong common bond 
between many traditional Hopi and 
Navajo, and is the foundation of their 
joint opposition to the relocation man
dates of Public Law 93-531. 

MONETARY COSTS 
Although the tragic human costs as

sociated with the relocation efforts of 
the Federal Government are impossi
ble to calculate, the economic costs are 
less elusive. We now know that early 
estimates of the cost of relocation 

were completely erroneous. Indeed, 
rather than approximately $40 mil
lion, more recent estimates indicate 
that 7 or 8 times that amount may be 
required to complete the relocation. 
The House report that accompanied 
the fiscal year 1987 Department of the 
Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priation bill noted that although ap
proximately $150 million had already 
been appropriated, more than $100 
million in additional costs would be re
quired to complete relocation. More
over, with the target date for comple
tion in 1993, 4 years into the future, 
and the horrendous record of the Re
location Commission in meeting cost 
estimates, it does not seem unlikely 
that the total costs of the compulsory 
relocation ultimately may soar to 
heights of between one-third and one
half of a billion dollars. 

SUMMARY OF THE LEGISLATION 
Congress has grappled with the 

problems stemming from the imple
mentation of Public Law 93-531 for 15 
years now, Mr. President. As our un
derstanding of the complexities and 
dimensions of the issues have in
creased, modifications to the original 
act have been adopted. Fifteen years 
later, however, it is increasingly appar
ent that the approach of Public Law 
93-531 is seriously flawed, and that it 
has inflicted, and will continue to in
flict, great hardship and suffering. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
proposing today will give us the oppor
tunity to halt the relocations for 18 
months and reconsider the implemen
tation of Public Law 93-531. It will es
tablish a Navajo and Hopi Indian Re
location Advisory Commission with a 
majority of Hopi and Navajo view
points as separate from the viewpoints 
of the respective tribal councils. Thus, 
this legislative proposal represents the 
only congressional initiative which 
seeks to provide Hopi and Navajo tra
ditionals with a forum in which to ex
press their views concerning imple
mentation of Public Law 93-531. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that 
any proposed solutions or alternatives 
to the problems resulting from the im
plementation of Public Law 93-531 
must incorporate the views of tradi
tional spokesmen and leaders of both 
tribes. If those most directly involved 
and most harshly affected by the relo
cation mandates are not allowed to 
participate fully in the process, it is 
highly unlikely that any viable resolu
tion of the controversy can be found. 

The Advisory Commission would be 
required to hold public hearings on 
the lands subject to the mandates of 
Public Law 93-531. These hearings 
would be held at a variety of locations, 
including communities facing reloca
tion. By mandating public hearings on 
the land and requiring a rotation of 
hearing sites, this measure aims at en
couraging the greatest level of partici-

pation by Hopi and Navajo represent
ing the entire spectrum of viewpoints. 

After the Advisory Commission con
cludes its study of the problems result
ing from implementation of Public 
Law 93-531, it would be required to 
submit a report to Congress outlining 
recommendations for solutions to the 
remaining problems involved in com
pleting the requirements of Public 
Law 93-531, and viable alternatives to 
relocation, that would resolve the dis
putes between the Hopi Tribal Council 
and the Navajo Tribal Council, and 
meet the needs of many traditional 
Hopi and Navajo as well. 

Mr. President, my legislation does 
not impose another legislative solu
tion. Rather, it provides the time and 
the means to change the course. The 
initiative I am introducing today 
offers an alternative process for dis
pute resolution, a process which em
phasizes the input of those most 
uniquely qualified to negotiate for 
themselves an acceptable solution. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that the complete text of S. 481 be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.481 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. (a) Notwithstanding any provi
sion of law other than subsection (b)-

(1) no Navajo Indian or Hopi Indian shall 
be required to relocate pursuant to the pro
visions of Public Law 93-531, or pursuant to 
any judgment or order of any Federal court, 
during the 18-month period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act, 

( 2) no Federal funds may be expended 
during such period with respect to-

<A> the lands held in trust for the Hopi 
Tribe under section lO(b) of Public Law 93-
531 (25 U.S.C. 640d-9(b)), or 

<B> the lands held in trust for the Navajo 
Tribe, or to be acquired for the Navajo 
Tribe, under section 11 of Public Law 93-531 
<25 U.S.C. 640d-10), and 

(3) no construction, except such construc
tion as may be necessary for individuals al
ready located to such lands, may be carried 
out during such period on the lands de
scribed in paragraph (2). 

(b)(l} Nothing in this Act shall alter, 
affect, or delay any payment which is re
quired to be made to any individual under 
the provisions of Public Law 93-531. 

(2) The Navajo and Hopi Indian Reloca
tion Commission and the Secretary of the 
Interior shall take such actions as may be 
necessary to ensure that no Indian is sub
jected to any undue hardship by reason of 
the provisions of subsection <a>. 

SEC. 2. (a) There is hereby established the 
Navajo and Hopi Relocation Advisory Com
mission <hereafter in this Act referred to as 
the "Commission">. 

(b)(l} The membership of the Commission 
shall consist of-

<A> 2 individuals appointed by the Speak
er of the House of Representatives, after 
consultation with the minority leader of the 
House of Representatives, 
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(B) 2 individuals appointed by the Presi

dent pro tempore of the Senate, 
<C) an individual appointed by the Ameri

can Bar Association who has a background 
in mediation or arbitration and in human 
rights or constitutional law, 

<D) 3 Hopi Indians who represent the 
Hopi Traditional Sovereign Villages and are 
appointed to the Commission by traditional
ly recognized spiritual leaders or spokesmen 
of the Hopi Traditional Sovereign Villages, 

(E) 3 Hopi Indians appointed by the Hopi 
Tribal Council, 

(F) 3 Navajo Indians who represent 
Navajo traditional people and are appointed 
to the Commission by the Navajo communi
ties located on lands held in trust for the 
Hopi Tribe under section lO(b) of Public 
Law 93-531 (25 U.S.C. 640d-9(b)) that are 
subject to relocation, and 

(G) 3 Navajo Indians appointed by the 
Navajo Tribal Council. 

(2)(A) At least one of the individuals ap
pointed under subparagraphs <A) and (B) of 
paragraph < 1) shall be an anthropologist or 
sociologist who has studied relocation. 

(B) The individuals appointed under sub
paragraphs (A) and CB) of paragraph (1) 
should be representative of different educa
tional, economic, racial, ethnic, and age 
groups and shall include men and women. 

(3) Any vacancy on the Commission shall 
not affect its powers, but shall be filled in 
the same manner in which the original ap
pointment was made. 

(4) The individual appointed under para
graph (l)(C) shall act as Chairman of the 
Commission. 

(5) A majority of the members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum for 
the transaction of business. 

( 6) Each member of the Commission shall 
be entitled to one vote which shall be equal 
to the vote of every other member of the 
Commission. 

(7) The Commission may adopt such rules 
and regulations <consistent with the other 
provisions of this Act) as may be necessary 
to establish its procedures and to govern the 
manner of its operations, organization, and 
personnel. 

(c)(l) The Commission shall conduct a 
study of-

<A) the problems resulting from the im
plementation of Public Law 93-531, and 

<B) viable alternatives to the relocations 
required under Public Law 93-531 that meet 
the needs of traditional members of both of 
the Hopi and Navajo traditional govern
ments. 

(2) In conducting the study under para
graph < 1 ), the Commission shall visit, in
spect, and hold public hearings regarding, 
the lands involved in the relocation required 
under Public Law 93-531. Public hearings of 
the Commission shall be held at a variety of 
locations, particularly the communities in
volved in the relocation. 

< 3) By no later than the date that is 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall submit to the President 
and to the Congress a report on the study 
conducted by the Commission under para
graph < 1 ). Such report shall include-

< A) recommendations for solutions to the 
remaining problems involved in completing 
the requirements of Public Law 93-531, and 

(B) viable alternatives to the relocations 
required under Public Law 93-531, 
that would resolve the disputes between the 
Hopi Tribal Council and the Navajo Tribal 
Council, and meet the needs of traditional 
members of both the Hopi and the Navajo 
traditional governments. 

(d) The Commission shall have the power 
to-

< 1) appoint, terminate, and fix the com
pensation <without regard to the provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap
pointments in the competitive service, and 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title, or of any other provision of law, relat
ing to the number, classification, and Gen
eral Schedule rates) of such personnel as 
may be necessary to assist in the perform
ance of the duties of the Commission, at 
rates not to exceed a rate equal to the maxi
mum rate for GS- 18 of the General Sched
ule under section 5332 of such title; and 

(2) procure, as authorized by section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code, temporary 
and intermittent services to the same extent 
as is authorized by law for agencies in the 
executive branch but at rates not to exceed 
the daily equivalent of the maximum 
annual rate of basic pay in effect for grade 
GS-18 of such General Schedule. 

(e)(l) Each member of the Commission 
not otherwise employed by the Federal Gov
ernment shall receive compensation at a 
rate equal to the daily rate for GS-18 of the 
General Schedule under section 5332 of title 
5, United States Code, for each day, includ
ing traveltime, such member is engaged in 
the actual performance of duties as a 
member of the Commission. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a 
member of the Commission who is other
wise an officer or employee of the United 
States Government shall serve on the Com
mission without additional compensation. 

(3) All members of the Commission shall 
be reimbursed for travel and per diem in 
lieu of subsistence expenses during the per
formance of duties of the Commission in ac
cordance with subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(f) The Commission may hold such hear
ings and sit and act at such times, take such 
testimony, have such printing and binding 
done, enter into such contracts and other 
arrangements, make such expenditures, and 
take such other actions as the Commission 
may deem advisable. Any member of the 
Commission may administer oaths or affir
mations to witnesses appearing before the 
Commission. 

(g) The provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act shall not apply to the Com
mission established under this section. 

(h)(l) The Commission is authorized to 
secure directly from any officer, depart
ment. agency, establishment, or instrumen
tality of the Federal Government such in
formation as the Commission may require 
for the purposes of this section, and each 
such officer, department, agency, establish
ment, or instrumentality is authorized and 
directed to furnish, to the extent permitted 
by law, such information, suggestions, esti
mates, and statistics directly to the Commis
sion, upon request made by the Chairman of 
the Commission. 

(2) Upon request of the Chairman of the 
Commission, the head of any Federal de
partment, agency, or instrumentality shall 
make any of the facilities and services of 
such department, agency, or instrumentali
ty available to the Commission and detail 
any of the personnel of such department, 
agency, or instrumentality to the Commis
sion, on a nonreimbursable basis, to assist 
the Commission in carrying out its duties. 

(3) The Commission may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as other departments 
and agencies of the United States. 

(i) The Commission shall cease to exist on 
the date that is 30 days after the date on 
which the Commission submits the report 
required under subsection (c)(3). 

SEc. 3. Funds necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this Act shall be paid out of 
amounts appropriated to the Navajo and 
Hopi Indian Relocation Commission. 

By Mr. GORE: 
S. 485. A bill to authorize a White 

House Conference on Homelessness; to 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON HOMELESSNESS 

e Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors recently re
leased its latest report on homeless
ness, revealing what just about every
one involved in this issue already sus
pected; afforable housing is becoming 
even scarcer, hunger and homelessness 
continue to increase, the number of 
persons seeking emergency shelter is 
rising, and families compose more 
than a third of the homeless popula
tion. 

Among the recommendations of the 
chairman of the Conference of 
Mayors, Mayor Raymond L. Flynn of 
Boston, was the convening of a White 
House Conference on Homelessness. 
The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act passed with broad. bi
partisan support in the last Congress; 
and I am convinced that a White 
House Conference on Homelessness 
would play a constructive role in help
ing develop the next stage of a unified 
public policy affecting the homeless. 

Therefore, today I am introducing 
the "White House Conference on Ho
melessness Act" to authorize a nation
al conference of individuals concerned 
with programs and issues, both public 
and private, relating to homelessness. 
This assembly will be charged with 
the responsibility of examining home
lessness and developing specific and 
comprehensive recommendations for 
appropriate executive and legislative 
action to address the problems of ho
melessness. 

The Conference also will be asked to 
review existing laws and regulations 
related to public policy regarding the 
homeless and make recommendations 
for improvements. Joining me as origi
nal cosponsors of this act are Senators 
DODD, HEINZ, KERRY, ROCKEFELLER, 
SASSER, SHELBY AND STEVENS. 

During the campaign, President 
Bush repeatedly called for full fund
ing of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act, the major 
homeless bill in the last Congress. The 
President, and his new HUD Secretary 
Jack Kemp, have made a public com
mitment to addressing the problems 
associated with homelessness. I ap
plaud that commitment, and I wel
come the opportunity to work with 
the administration to make real and 
permanent progress toward solving 
this crisis. And, Mr. President, home-
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lessness is indeed at crisis proportions 
in this Nation. 

In the January report of the Confer
ence of Mayors, one in a series issued 
by that organization since 1982, the 
extent of homelessness in the Nation's 
cities was once again cited in detail. 
Among the conclusions of the report, 
which complied the results of a 27-city 
survey, were the following: 

During the past year, requests for 
emergency shelter increased by 13 per
cent, while requests for shelter by 
homeless families increased by an av
erage of 18 percent. An average of 19 
percent of the requests for emergency 
shelter went unmet during 1988; and 
for homeless families, 23 percent of 
the requests were unmet. Nearly all 
cities expect requests for emergency 
shelter to increase again this year. 

Emotional and mental health prob
lems were identified most frequently 
as a consequence of homelessness for 
parents, children, and families as a 
whole. Among the other consequences 
cited were school-related problems, 
health problems and inadequate 
health care, loss of self-esteem and 
hopelessness, and family problems. 

Every survey city cited the lack of 
housing affordable by low-income 
people as a main cause of homeless
ness. Other causes frequently identi
fied were unemployment; mental ill
ness, and the lack of services for the 
mentally ill; substance abuse, and the 
lack of needed services; and, of course, 
poverty. 

More than a third, 34 percent, of the 
homeless are members of families; and 
one in four homeless persons is a 
child. Another 34 percent are sub
stance abusers; a fourth are mentally 
ill; and 23 percent are employed. 

Mr. President, the statistics go on 
and on, almost to a numbing degree. 
There are statistics about runaway 
youth, the elderly, veterans, the phys
ically and mentally ill, abused and bat
tered women and children. There are 
as many reasons for homelessness as 
there are homeless people. And I am 
certain that every one of my col
leagues is appalled by the number of 
children who do not have a home. 

The Tennessee Department of Edu
cation recently issued its report on the 
education of homeless children and 
youth as required by the McKinney 
Act. Commissioner Edward Smith de
termined that a lack of stability is the 
No. 1 concern for homeless children. 
Let me quote from Commissioner 
Smith's report: 

Deprived of basics such as proper heating 
and clothing, attending school on a regular 
basis is difficult. Many of these children feel 
rejected and are shuffled around so much, 
they fall far behind academically. These 
children need an assurance that they are 
worthy of love and consideration as human 
beings; they need help in developing their 
self-esteem. 

Mr. President, the McKinney Act 
was, and remains, an essential element 

of the Federal response to homeless
ness. To some extent, it begins to ad
dress most of the problems associated 
with homelessness. But with the prob
lem continuing to grow, the next step 
in homeless policy needs to be defined, 
and a coherent long-range policy must 
be developed. It is for that reason that 
I am introducing the White House 
Conference on Homelessness Act. 

The Conference is meant to increase 
public awareness, identify the prob
lems of homelessness, assemble the in
dividuals involved in the issues and 
programs related to homelessness, 
review existing laws and programs, 
and make recommendations for execu
tive and legislative action. 

Delegates will be selected in State 
and regional conferences or appointed 
by Governors, mayors, and Members 
of the House and Senate. Each Sena
tor will be given the opportunity to 
name a delegate to attend the national 
conference. The President will name 
100 delegates; and he is authorized to 
call and conduct the conference within 
18 months of enactment and to ap
point a conference director and staff. 

The Executive Director of the Inter
agency Council on the Homeless will 
be charged with preliminary prepara
tions for the conference, including 
giving approval for the State and re
gional conferences. In general, this 
conference is modeled on the very suc
cessful White House Conferences on 
Small Business. 

Mr. President, I believe this confer
ence will serve a very important func
tion by giving those most closely in
volved in services and advocacy for the 
homeless the opportunity to make spe
cific recommendations for public 
policy. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in making this conference a reality 
and a success. 

At this time, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that two letters 
from Mayor Flynn, one endorsing this 
legislation and one to President Bush, 
be inserted in the RECORD at this 
point, along with a copy of the full 
text of the legislation. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.485 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "White 
House Conference on Homelessness Act". 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OJo' CONFERENCK 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The President shall call 
and conduct a National White House Con
ference on Homelessness <hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Conference") within 18 
months of the date of enactment of this 
Act, to carry out the purposes described in 
section 3 of this Act. The Conference shall 
be preceded by State and regional confer
ences with at least one such conference 
being held in each State and the District of 
Columbia. 

(b) PRIOR STATE AND REGIONAL CONFER
ENCES.-Participants in the Conference and 
other interested individuals and organiza
tions are authorized to conduct conferences 
and other activities at the State and region
al levels prior to the c:iate of the Conference, 
subject to the approval of the Executive Di
rector of the Interagency Council on the 
Homeless, and shall direct such conferences 
and activities toward the consideration of 
the purposes of the Conference described in 
section 3 of this Act in order to prepare for 
the Conference. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSES OF CONFERENCE. 

The purposes of the Conference shall be
<1 > to increase public awareness of home

lessness; 
<2> to identify the problems of homeless 

individuals; 
<3> to examine the status of homeless indi

viduals; 
(4) to assemble individuals involved in 

policies and programs related to the home
less; 

<5> to develop such specific and compre
hensive recommendations for executive and 
legislative action as may be appropriate to 
address the problem of homelessness; and 

(6) to review the existing laws and regula
tions related to public policy regarding the 
homeless. 
SEC. 4. CON•'EKENCE PARTICIPANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-ln order to carry out the 
purposes specified in section 3 of this Act, 
the Conference shall bring together individ
uals concerned with issues and programs, 
both public and private, relating to home
lessness. No person involved in providing 
services to, or advocacy for, homeless indi
viduals may be denied admission to any 
State or regional conference, nor may any 
fee or charge be imposed on any attendee 
except a registration fee of not to exceed 
$10. 

(b) SELECTION.-Delegates, including alter
nates, to the National Conference shall be 
elected by participants at the State confer
ences. In addition-

< 1) each Governor may appoint one dele
gate and one alternate; 

<2> each Member of the United States 
House of Representatives, including each 
Delegate, and each Member of the United 
States Senate may appoint one delegate and 
one alternate; 

(3) the President may appoint 100 dele
gates and up to 30 alternates; 

<4> each organization enumerated in sec
tion 30Hb> of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act may appoint one 
delegate and one alternate; and 

<5> each mayor of a city with a population 
of 175,000 or more, according to the latest 
available census, may appoint one delegate 
and one alternate. 
Only individuals involved in providing serv
ices to, or advocacy for, homeless individuals 
shall be eligible for appointment pursuant 
to this subsection. 
SEC. 5. PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF CON

FERENCE. 
(a) FEDERAL SUPPORT.-All Federal depart

ments, agencies, and instrumentalities are 
authorized and directed to provide such sup
port and assistance as may be necessary to 
facilitate the planning and administration 
of the Conference. 

(b) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF INTERAGENCY 
COUNCIL.-ln carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, the Executive Director of the 
Interagency Council on the Homeless-

< 1) shall provide such assistance as may be 
necessary for the organization and conduct 
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of conferences at the State and regional 
levels as authorized under section 2(b) of 
this Act; 

(2) is authorized to enter into contracts 
with public agencies, private organizations, 
and academic institutions to carry out the 
provisions of this Act; and 

(3) shall assist in carrying out the provi
sions of this Act by preparing and providing 
background materials for use by partici
pants in the Conference, as well as by par
ticipants in State and regional conferences. 

(C) NONREIMBURSEMENT.-Each participant 
in the Conference shall be responsible for 
his or her expenses related to attending the 
Conference and shall not be reimbursed 
either from funds appropriated pursuant to 
this Act or the Stewart B. McKinney Home
less Assistance Act. 

(d) STAFF.-(!) The President is authorized 
to appoint and compensate an executive di
rector and such other directors and person
nel for the Conference as he may deem ad
visable, without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing ap
pointments in the competitive service, and 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates. 

(2) Upon request by the executive direc
tor, the heads of the executive and military 
departments are authorized to detail em
ployees to work with the executive director 
in planning and administering the Confer
ence without regard to the provisions of sec
tion 3341 of title 5, United States Code. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS REQUIRED. 

Not more than 6 months after the date on 
which the National Conference is convened, 
a final report of the Conference shall be 
submitted to the President and the Con
gress. The report shall include the findings 
and recommendations of the Conference as 
well as proposals for any legislative action 
necessary to implement the recommenda
tions of the Conference. The final report of 
the Conference shall be available to the 
public. 
SEC. 7. FOLLOWUP ACTIONS. 

The Interagency Council on the Homeless 
shall include in its annual report to the 
President and the Congress the status and 
implementation of the findings and recom
mendations of the Conference. 
SEC. 8. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.-There are hereby au
thorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this Act, and they shall remain available 
until expended. New spending authority or 
authority to enter contracts as provided in 
this Act shall be effective only to such 
extent and in such amounts as are provided 
in advance in appropriation Acts. 

(b) LIMITATION; DISPOSITION OF UNEXPEND
ED BALANCEs.-No funds appropriated to the 
Interagency Council on the Homeless shall 
be made available to carry out the provi
sions of this Act other than funds appropri
ated specifically for the purpose of conduct
ing the Conference. Any funds remaining 
unexpended at the termination of the Con
ference shall be returned to the Treasury of 
the United States and credited as miscella
neous receipts. 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
Boston, MA, March 1, 1989. 

Hon. ALBERT GORE, Jr. , 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR GORE: I appreciate your 

action today in filing legislation to establish 

a White House Conference on Homeless
ness. You have always been a strong advo
cate for the homeless, and this new legisla
tion further demonstrates your commit
ment to this important issue. 

As Chairman of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors Task Force on Hunger and Home
lessness, and on behalf of the nation's 
mayors, I recently issued our annual survey 
which shows that this problem continues to 
grow, and needs the increased attention of 
the federal government. 

Last October, I wrote to the two Presiden
tial candidates and urged them to convene a 
White House Conference. Recently, I wrote 
to President George Bush, and sent him the 
attached letter along with a copy of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors report on Hunger 
and Homelessness. 

I am encouraged by President Bush's ex
pressed concern for the homeless in Amer
ica, and hope that he will convene this con
ference. With your leadership in the Senate, 
this conference will be a giant step toward 
the solution to homelessness in our country. 

Thank you for your long-standing com
mitment to the homeless in America. 
Mayors across the nation know that they 
can count on you to work with them on 
issues of fairness and equity. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND L. FLYNN, 

Mayor of Boston. 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
Boston, MA, January 30, 1989. 

President GEORGE BusH, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In your inaugural 
speech, and in other speeches and state
ments you have made, you have called at
tention to the urgency of the plight of the 
homeless in America. As Chairman of the 
United States Conference of Mayors Task 
Force on Hunger and Homelessness, I great
ly appreciate that you have moved to ele
vate the needs of our homeless Americans 
to the top of our national agenda and I 
would like to reiterate a plan of action that 
I submitted to you during the presidential 
campaign. 

Last October, I wrote to you and to Gover
nor Dukakis to ask that the next President 
convene a White House Conference on 
Homelessness, as a way to mobilize the 
strong public-private partnership that is 
needed to end the shame of homelessness in 
America. This conference would bring to
gether representatives of your administra
tion, Congress, state and local government, 
the clergy, shelter and service providers, the 
private sector, unions, veterans' groups and 
community organizations to map an all out 
effort in which every person and every 
group can play a role in ending homeless
ness. 

Together, this conference can adopt as a 
national goal, the commitment made in my 
city by the people of Boston that: 

"No person shall be denied a warm bed, a 
hot meal, decent health care and transpor
tation to and from shelter." 

As a further goal, this conference would 
also consider the steps needed to provide 
safe, decent and affordable housing for all 
in need. While shelters are important, shel
ters are not homes and we cannot rest until 
we have devised a way for every homeless 
family-and in particular, every homeless 
child to have a place that they can call 
home. 

I also believe that a White House Confer
ence on Homelessness would be complimen-

tary to your commitment to provide "full 
funding" for the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act as well as your sup
port for raising the minimum wage-an 
action that will help many of the homeless 
who work full or part time jobs, and still 
cannot afford food or housing. As you know, 
the McKinney Act is an important step in 
providing services to the homeless, but it is 
no panacea in and of itself. A White House 
Conference on Homelessness would serve to 
illuminate the "thousand points of light" to 
which you have often referred-the dedicat
ed individuals and organizations who give 
their time and money to help those in need. 

Earlier this month, on behalf of the 
mayors of America, I released our annual 
report on "The Status of Hunger and Home
lessness in America's Cities," which I am en
closing for your review. In our report, we 
found that hunger and homelessness are 
continuing to increase-particularly among 
families and veterans-however, we also 
found that due to the McKinney Act and 
expanded activity by local governments and 
community organizations, the increase had 
abated somewhat. This does not mean that 
we should stop to pat ourselves on the back, 
rather, it means that our efforts are begin
ning to pay dividends and that we should re
double these efforts to turn around these 
disturbing statistics. 

Your action in convening a White House 
Conference on Homelessness would have 
the strong support of all Americans. The 
National League of Cities unanimously 
adopted this proposal during their annual 
meeting in Boston last December and I have 
received letters of support for this idea from 
both Democratic and Republican mayors. 
Further, the Heritage Foundation, a con
servative " think tank," recently held a con
ference on homelessness at which the need 
for increased presidential leadership was 
frequently cited. The White House Confer
ence on Homelessness could be a centerpiece 
of your administration's strong commit
ment. 

Thank you for your leadership on this 
issue. I would appreciate the opportunity to 
discuss this proposal with the appropriate 
members of your administration. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND L. FLYNN, 

Mayor of Boston.• 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 486. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to construct and 
test the Lake Meredith Salinity Con
trol Project, New Mexico and Texas, 
and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

LAKE MEREDITH SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT 
e Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, 
today I am again introducing legisla
tion to help the people of the Texas 
Panhandle assure themselves of a reli
able supply of quality drinking water. 

This bill will authorize the Bureau 
of Reclamation to work with the Ca
nadian River Municipal Water Au
thority to reduce the salt content of 
the water supplied to the CRMW A's 
member cities. Those member cities in
clude Amarillo, Borger, Pampa, Plain
view, Lubbock, Slaton, Tahoka, 
O'Donnell, Lamesa, Brownfield, and 
Levelland. These towns have a com-
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bined population of some 430,000 
people. 

Water is the lifeblood of our coun
try. In west Texas water is especially 
scarce and valuable. The high value 
which the citizens of this great area of 
our country place on a reliable water 
supply is indicated by their willingness 
to pay for most of the costs of this 
project themselves. Local citizens, 
with the help of the able then-State 
Senator BILL SARPALIUS, got the Texas 
State Legislature to enact a law ena
bling the CRMW A to sell tax-exempt 
revenue bonds to finance this project. 
I am pleased that Congressman BILL 
SARPALIUS is now one of the newest 
Members of the Texas congressional 
delegation and is a sponsor of the 
House version of this bill, along with 
another of my distinguished Texas col
leagues, Congressman LARRY COMBEST. 

The Canadian River Municipal 
Water Authority began delivering 
water from Lake Meredith to its 
member cities in 1968, and since the 
beginning there has been concern 
about the quality of that drinking 
water. The salt content has shown a 
generally increasing trend, with 
drought cycles producing chloride 
levels as high as 400 milligrams per 
liter. Health and environmental agen
cies generally recommend maximum 
chloride levels of 250 mg/L for drink
ing water. Cities which also have 
ground water available have in some 
cases mixed that in with the lake 
water to get a more acceptable water 
supply, but that option is more expen
sive and is not available to all. 

Studies by private consultants and 
by the Bureau of Reclamation have 
shown that about 70 percent of the 
salt entering Lake Meredith originates 
in a shallow brine acquifer just down
stream from Ute Dam near Logan, 
NM. This brine acquifer is under arte
sian pressure and is leaking into the 
river. 

In 1980 the Bureau of Reclamation 
was directed by Public Law 96-375 to 
study this problem and report on pos
sible solutions. This report, completed 
in 1985, recommended drilling wells 
into this acquif er and pumping brine 
out to reduce the artesian pressure. 
The most economical method of dis
posing of this brine is through deep in
jection wells of the type used in the oil 
industry, and there appears to be suit
able geologic strata for this purpose in 
the area. 

This project is essential if the Texas 
Panhandle is to have an adequate 
supply of acceptable quality drinking 
water for the future of the region. The 
CRMW A and its member cities are 
prepared to operate and maintain the 
project and to pay for the cost of con
struction, but they need the technical 
expertise of the Bureau of Reclama
tion in designing and building the 
project. 

The bill I am introducing today will 
authorize funds to be appropriated to 
the Bureau of Reclamation to carry 
out the preliminary work and to super
vise the construction of the project. It 
will also authorize the Bureau to 
accept funds from the CRMW A to pay 
for land acquisition and construction 
costs. The CRMW A has estimated 
that their part of the costs will total 
about $6.4 million, with the Federal 
portion totaling about $2 million. 
These figures will undoubtedly be up
dated by more detailed Bureau of Rec
lamation estimates during consider
ation of this bill. However, this is obvi
ously a very heavy commitment of 
non-Federal funds, giving a high 
degree of leverage to the small Federal 
investment which will be required if 
this project is to be successful. 

The people of west Texas under
stand that the alternative is to allow 
salt pollution of the region's water to 
continue, possibly rendering Lake 
Meredith useless eventually. Lack of a 
reliable water supply will make future 
economic growth very difficult, and 
the loss of Lake Meredith would 
threaten the existing economic base. 

The citizens of west Texas are not 
asking the Federal Government for a 
handout. They are not asking the tax
payers to carry them. They are asking 
the Federal Government to work side 
by side with them in this endeavor and 
to share the essential expertise which 
the Bureau of Reclamation has devel
oped through years of construction 
projects. 

Passage of this legislation will allow 
this local self-help project to get start
ed. I am pleased to be able to intro
duce this bill, and I urge its passage by 
the Senate.e 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself 
and Mr. MATSUNAGA): 

S. 487. A bill to include among those 
eligible for the prisoner-of-war medal 
certain individuals who were held cap
tive in circumstances comparable to 
those under which persons have been 
held captive by enemy governments; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

PRISONER OF WAR MEDAL 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs, I am today introducing 
legislation, S. 487, to amend section 
1128 of title 10, United States Code, 
which establishes eligibility for the 
prisoner-of-war medal, to incorporate 
the definition of prisoner of war that 
is utilized in title 38, United States 
Code, for determining eligibility for 
VA benefits, and thereby include 
among those eligible for the medal 
those individuals who were held cap
tive in neutral or allied countries in 
situations similar to those of prisoner
of-war conditions during armed con
flict. Joining with me in this legisla
tion is fell ow committee member Sena
tor MATSUNAGA. Section 532 of Public 

Law 99-145, the Department of De
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
1986, directed the various Secretaries 
of the military departments to issue a 
medal to former prisoner of war. The 
Department of Defense has interpret
ed that provision, which is codified at 
section 1128 of title 10, as not permit
ting the award of this medal to indi
viduals who were taken and held as 
prisoner in situations other than the 
classical prisoner-of-war situation 
during armed conflict. As a result, the 
medal has not been awarded to such 
former captives as the crewmembers 
of the U.S.S. Pueblo and the military 
personnel who were held captive in 
Iran during the seizure of the United 
States Embassy in Teheran. 

On May 20, 1988, legislation I 
coauthored with my good friend from 
Florida, Senator GRAHAM, was enacted 
in Public Law 100-322, providing that 
an individual who was detained during 
wartime by a foreign, nonenemy gov
ernment- that is, a neutral or ally-is 
a former POW for VA benefit pur
poses, if the Administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs determines that he or she 
was held under circumstances compa
rable to those under which persons are 
held as POW's by enemy governments. 
Therefore, individuals who previously 
have been turned down as ineligible 
for POW status for VA benefits but 
who satisfy the new criteria may now 
receive those benefits as former 
PO W's. 

In my view, a change in the criterion 
establishing eligibility for POW medal 
purposes is certainly justified as a 
matter of policy. There can be no 
doubt that the Pueblo crew members 
were held as prisoners under condi
tions as bad or worse than many other 
military personnel who were taken 
and held as prisoners during time of 
war. In addition, this change could 
bring eligibility for the former prison
er-of-war medal into conformance with 
the standard used for eligibility for 
benefits under title 38 that are provid
ed on the basis of the veteran being a 
former prisoner of war. 

It is my hope that this bill will 
enable the Pueblo crew and others 
with similar experiences to receive the 
recognition which they earned at such 
great personal cost-recognition that 
they have been denied due to the rigid 
definition of prisoners of war current
ly being applied for purposes of the 
medal. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to give their support to this measure. I 
ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.487 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
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tion 1128Ca) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

< 1) by striking out "or" at the end of 
clause (2); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause < 3) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
or"; and 

<3> by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(4) by a foreign government or its agents, 
or a hostile force, under circumstances 
which the Secretary concerned finds to 
have been comparable to the circumstances 
under which persons have generally been 
held captive by enemy governments during 
periods of war.". 

By Mr. FOWLER (for himself, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. WIRTH): 

S. 488. A bill to provide Federal as
sistance and leadership to a program 
of research, development and demon
stration of renewable energy and 
energy efficiency technologies, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

RENEW ABLE ENERGY AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
TECHNOLOGY COMPETITIVENESS ACT 

•Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Renewable 
Energy and Energy Efficiency Tech
nology Competitiveness Act. This pro
posed legislation reflects my long-held 
belief that renewable and conservation 
technologies are an essential compo
nent of the comprehensive, long-term 
energy policy our Nation must have if 
we are going to establish energy inde
pendence. 

It is easy to forget the gas lines of 
the 1970's. We have proven that by 
letting our dependence on oil imports 
escalate until it exceeds that of the 
Arab oil embargo era. It is easy to 
forget the uncertainty of the oil 
supply the world experienced so re
cently during the Persian Gulf con
flict. With a weak OPEC and plentiful 
oil production, it is even easier to 
ignore the limits of world oil reserves 
to supply our energy needs into the 
next century. 

But I believe we are shirking a basic 
responsibility of foresight in govern
ment if we succumb to these Lethe
like temptations to laziness and pro
crastination. That is why I introduced 
this bill in the lOOth Congress, where 
it came very close to final passage. At 
that time American servicemen were 
still escorting oil tankers through a 
war zone, coming under attack and in
flicting casualties. Some of the re
minders of the urgent need for action 
have dissipated, but the underlying 
portents remain the same. So today I 
am reintroducing this legislation and 
urging Congress to respond to this 
challenge of energy independence, in
stead of waiting to respond to another 
energy crisis. 

I can think of no more opportune 
moment, at the beginning of a new ad
ministration, to consider this legisla
tion which seeks to reverse policies 

which have allowed our development 
efforts in solar, photovoltaics, wind, 
geothermal, biomass and other prom
ising technologies to fall into stasis 
and neglect. 

This legislation calls for targeted re
newable energy and energy efficiency 
research, along with development and 
demonstration programs to bring 
these ideas into the mainstream. It au
thorizes funding levels on a multiyear 
basis to provide stability in these pro
grams. And it calls on the Department 
of Energy to focus on commercial ap
plications of the most promising tech
nologies-to translate our research, de
velopment and demonstration efforts 
into marketable products that can pro
vide major help in meeting evergy 
demand. 

Under the previous administration, 
very beneficial and cost-effective De
partment of Energy programs in con
servation and development of renew
ables were all but eliminated, while 
our main competitors in the advance
ment of technology were not so short
sighted. The Japanese, the Germans, 
the Dutch and the Brazilians bolstered 
their support for research and devel
opment in alternative sources of 
energy. In the 1980's we lost our lead, 
to international competition, in many 
renewables technologies invented by 
Americans. 

The development and marketing of 
these technologies can make major 
contributions to eliminating our trade 
imbalances-by reducing our need for 
oil imports and increasing our exports 
of energy technologies. The potential 
for marketing photovoltaics devices 
alone is huge in developing countries. 

Many of these resources which we 
know how to develop can provide a vir
tually inexhaustible energy supply 
with no adverse affects on the environ
ment. These technologies could substi
tute for some of the environmentally 
destructive energy projects undertak
en by Brazil and other debtor nations 
in their rush for industrial develop
ment. They can stem the greenhouse 
effect and arrest global warming. 
They can also lessen our need to turn 
to nuclear energy before we can solve 
the massive, and growing, environmen
tal problems we are experiencing in 
that area. 

These clean sources of energy will 
also have direct economic benefits. We 
can potentially save billions on pollu
tion control, cleanup and health care 
costs. We can also abate extensive 
damage to our natural resources
from our farms to our lakes and for
ests. 

Developing energy efficiency and re
newable energy technologies makes 
sense. It offers immense returns in 
energy independence, economic securi
ty, environmental protection, and 
international competitiveness. That is 
what I am proposing to invest in. I 
think it is a modest investment, one 

we can hardly afford not to make, and 
I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
once again support this legislation.• 
•Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the opportunity to join Senator 
FOWLER in introducing this important 
bill. Eight years ago, this Nation was 
investing substantial resources into 
energy efficiency and conservation 
programs. The oil price shocks of the 
1970's forced us to recognize that our 
dependence on foreign sources of oil 
threatens our national security as well 
as our economy. We also realized that 
it was time to roll up our sleeves to re
spond to these challenges. So we set 
the Nation's research community, Fed
eral agencies, and industry to work to 
reduce our dependence on foreign 
energy supplies-particularly imported 
oil. The result of that effort is nothing 
short of astounding. 

Improvements in energy efficiency 
have leveled off the Nation's energy 
consumption. Today, we use the same 
amount of energy as we used in 1973, 
despite enormous growth in our econo
my. And the United States took the 
lead in developing alternative sources 
of energy, including promising solar 
energy technologies. 

Unfortunately, the impressive gains 
that have been derived from energy 
conservation and renewable energy re
search and development have been re
versed by misguided budget priorities 
within the DOE budget over the past 
years. We should restore as a priority 
commonsense energy research that 
will contribute to our efforts to reduce 
the trade deficit, enhance our competi
tiveness, and protect the environment. 

I am concerned that we may have 
lost an international competitive edge 
to Japan, a country that now is twice 
as energy efficient as the United 
States. Our Government should have 
been following policies designed to 
take that edge away. Instead, over the 
past 8 years, we have abandoned 
energy conservation as the corner
stone of a sound and effective energy 
plan. 

Eight years ago we were spending 
more than $500 million on solar and 
renewable research programs. This 
year's budget funded these programs 
at $84.5 million. Similarly, when the 
Reagan administration began, the 
budget for energy conservation re
search and development was $343 mil
lion. Now we have an energy conserva
tion research program funded at $86 
million. We must ask ourselves: Why 
have we cut these programs 85 percent 
and 75 percent respectively? 

Have these programs been sacrificed 
in order to balance the Federal 
budget? Have we realized the full ben
efits of energy conservation and re
newable energy supplies? Has the pri
vate sector taken over leadership of 
the Nation's energy research and de-
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velopment? The answer to these ques
tions can only be no. 

If we do not reverse this trend 
toward reducing the critical invest
ments we must make for future gen
erations, we owe an apology to our 
children and grandchildren. For exam
ple, the U.S. world market share in 
photovoltaics has dropped from 80 
percent in 1981 to 50 percent this year. 
Our international competitors, such as 
Japan and West Germany, have in
creased their expenditures on photo
voltaic research and development-and 
they are reaping the benefits of that. 
We must take a sober look at today's 
budget realities, and readjust our pri
orities to invest in energy efficiency 
improvements and renewable energy. 

In my home State of Colorado, the 
Solar Energy Research Institute, 
which was designed to be the Nation's 
primary Federal laboratory for solar 
energy research and to perform f unc
tions assigned by the Department of 
Energy in research, development, and 
testing, has had to absorb significant 
cuts for the last 8 years. SERI simply 
cannot absorb any additional cuts and 
continue to conduct and coordinate re
search and development on solar tech
nologies which private industry cannot 
reasonably be expected to undertake. 

Energy efficiency, solar energy, and 
other renewable energy technologies 
can enhance our industries' competi
tiveness in international markets and 
can help improve the Nation's balance 
of trade by reducing the need for im
ported oil. And as atmospheric scien
tists from around the world are sound
ing an alarm about the potentially 
profound threat of global warming, it 
is becoming increasingly clear that 
energy efficiency and alternatives to 
fossil fuels must be found to preserve 
and protect our environment. 

This bill would provide stable, mul
tiyear funding for these research pro
grams, enabling them to plan pro
grams that often take several years to 
develop. In addition, this legislation 
would provide the impetus to expand 
the use of public/private partnerships 
to demonstrate the commercial feasi
bility of energy efficiency and renew
able energy technologies. I look for
ward to working with Senator FOWLER 
in passing this vital bill and to devel
oping a comprehensive national 
energy policy that emphasizes the crit
ical importance of energy conservation 
and alternative sources of energy.e 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, 
Mr. KASTEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. SIMON, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. METZ
ENBAUM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
EXON, and Mr. D'AMATO): 

S. 489. A bill to transfer certain 
funds available for State legalization 
assistance programs to programs to 
assist refugees; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR REFUGEE 
ASSISTANCE 

e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague from 
the Appropriations Committee, Sena
tor KASTEN, as well as many other Sen
ators, in introducing this bill to deal 
with the refugee crisis that has devel
oped in our program for Soviet refu
gees. 

An emergency situation has now de
veloped in the flow of Jewish refugees 
and others from the Soviet Union. The 
number suddenly being allowed to 
leave the Soviet Union will nearly 
double the total last year, and will be 
50 percent more than was budgeted or 
planned for this fiscal year. 

During the President's consultations 
with the Judiciary Committees last 
September, on refugee admissions 
under the terms of the Refugee Act, 
the administration proposed a ceiling 
for the Soviet Union of 18,000 which 
was increased to 25,000 in December, 
after emergency consultations. But, at 
the rate of the current flow of Soviet 
refugees, those numbers will be ex
hausted by the end of this month. No 
funding will be available, and the pro
gram will come to a halt. 

Clearly, we have a humanitarian as 
well as a foreign policy interest in re
sponding to this emergency. As chair
man of the Subcommittee on Immigra
tion and Refugee Affairs of the Judici
ary Committee, we are prepared to use 
the emergency provisions of the Refu
gee Act to provide the additional ad
mission numbers, but this is only half 
the problem. The equally important 
other half is adequate funding for 
their processing and resettlement. If 
additional funding is not found by 
next month, refugees will be turned 
back, left to languish in Rome at great 
cost in care and maintenance, and the 
voluntary agencies involved in the pro
gram will be forced to close down. 

We are introducing a bill to deal with 
this crisis by drawing on already ap
propriated funds that tl}e administra
tion proposes to rescind. The fund is 
the State legalization impact assist
ance grants created and funded by the 
Immigration Reform and Control Act 
of 1986. The administration proposes 
to rescind $300 million of this fund in 
fiscal year 1990 and again in fiscal 
year 1991. Furthermore, for fiscal year 
1989, of the $665 million available 
under the SLIAG Program, CBO re
ports that less than $70 million will 
probably be actually spent. 

We propose to shift $150 million of 
these available funds to support the 
processing and resettlement of an ad
ditional 25,000 Soviet Jews and other 
refugees-the number estimated that 
will be moving through the end of this 
fiscal year. This will cover the costs of 
their processing and resettlement by 
the voluntary agencies, as well as 
State and local costs. 

Clearly, longer term solutions must 
be found to deal with Soviet migra
tion. But if we do not respond now to 
this emergency, we will be turning our 
backs to our longstanding commit
ment to assist Soviet refugees. 

Mr. President, in introducing this 
legislation, it is not my intent to 
hamper the efforts of States to assist 
beneficiaries of the recent immigra
tion amnesty through the State Legal
ization Impact Assistance Grant Pro
gram. State expenses reimbursed by 
the program to date have been so low 
that the President has proposed a $300 
million rescission in each of the next 2 
years. 

It is my intent to make it easier-not 
harder-for States to have access to 
the SLIAG Program for the legitimate 
expenses. And I am committed to 
making the adjustments to the pro
gram which many States are currently 
seeking, as well as to pursuing for the 
future any additional funding to 
States as a result of our emergency re
sponse to Soviet emigration. 

To this end, I am introducing today 
separate legislation as a starting point 
for discussions regarding needed 
changes in the SLIAG Program. 

Let me also note that this emergen
cy response is the result of a healthy 
partnership between the Federal Gov
ernment and the private sector. Orga
nizations involved in the resettlement 
of ·refugees from the Soviet Union 
have launched tremendous fund-rais
ing efforts of their own to match the 
funds we propose to appropriate to the 
program. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.489 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) of 
the unobligated funds appropriated by sec
tion 204(a)(l) of the Immigration Reform 
and Control Act of 1986 <relating to State 
Legalization Impact Assistance Grants)-

< 1) $50,000,000 are hereby transferred to 
the Director of the Office of Refugee Reset
tlement of the Department of Health and 
Human Services for use only for grants 
under the "Voluntary Agency Programs" 
and for grants to States authorized by sec
tion 412 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act <relating to domestic resettlement of 
and assistance to refugees) and for such 
other assistance authorized by such section 
as the Director may deem necessary; and 

(2) $150,000,000 are hereby transferred to 
the account under the Department of State 
entitled "United States Emergency Refugee 
and Migration Assistance Fund". 

<b> Amounts transferred under subsection 
(a)-

< 1 > shall be administered in accordance 
with all the laws, rules, and regulations ap
plicable to the accounts to which the funds 
were transferred, except that the dollar lim
itation on appropriated funds contained in 
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the second sentence of section 2(c)(2) of the 
Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 
1962 shall not apply; and 

(2) shall remain available for obligation 
and expenditure for the same period of time 
for which funds are available under the ac
counts to which the funds were trans
ferred.• 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to join with Senators 
KENNEDY' KASTEN' and others as an 
original cosponsor of this bill which 
proposes funding for the processing 
and resettlement of the unexpectedly 
large number of Soviet refugees being 
permitted to leave the Soviet Union 
this year. Without this money, fund
ing will soon run out and the admis
sions program for Soviet refugees will 
come to a halt within a matter of 
weeks. 

Earlier this year, I, along with 53 
other Senators wrote to the adminis
tration to urge them to address this 
serious problem, and I ask that a copy 
of this letter be inserted in the RECORD 
following my remarks. 

The bill draws on already appropri
ated funds that the administration 
proposes to rescind. The funds being 
drawn upon are the State legalization 
impact assistance grants CSLIAG l cre
ated and funded by the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986. The 
administration proposes to rescind 
$300 million of this fund in fiscal year 
1990 and again in fiscal year 1991. 

For fiscal year 1989, of the $665 mil
lion available under the SLIAG Pro
gram, CBO reports that less than $70 
million will probably actually be spent. 
This bill will shift $150 million of 
these available funds to support the 
processing and resettlement of an ad
ditional 25,000 Soviet Jews and other 
refugees-the number estimated that 
will be moving through the end of this 
fiscal year. This will cover the costs of 
their processing and resettlement by 
the voluntary agencies, as well as 
State and local costs. 

Why do we need this money? It is 
needed to address the refugee emer
gency that has developed in the flow 
of Jewish refugees and others from 
the Soviet Union. The number of 
Soviet Jews allowed to leave the Soviet 
Union has nearly doubled since last 
year. It will be 50 percent more than 
was budgeted or planned for this fiscal 
year. 

Last year, refugee admissions were 
set at 18,000 for the Soviet Union, and 
that was increased to 25,000 in Decem
ber following emergency consultations 
with Congress. But, given the current 
rate at which Soviet refugees are seek
ing to enter this country, those num
bers will be exhausted by the end of 
this month. No funding for these refu
gees will be available and the Refugee 
Program will come to a halt with re
spect to these people. The Judiciary 
Committee is prepared to use the 
emergency consultation provisions of 
the Refugee Act to provide the addi-

tional admission numbers. But addi
tional numbers are only half the 
battle. There must be more funding, 
which this bill provides. 

We must respond to this emergency. 
It would be ironic indeed that just at 
the time that the United States 
human rights policies have met with a 
good deal of success, especially in the 
area of freedom of emigration from 
the Soviet Union, our own lack of com
mitment to funding would impede the 
departure, migration, and resettlement 
of those the Soviets are permitting to 
leave. 

Our actions must not send the wrong 
signals to freedom-loving people 
around the world. The United States 
has always been a beacon of hope to 
those struggling for fundamental 
human rights. Now, when our efforts 
have begun to bear fruit, and the 
Soviet Union has begun to grant thou
sands of citizens long-awaited exit 
visas, we must not be the cause of de
laying these refugees' journey to free
dom any more. 

This bill makes sure that we don't. I 
urge my colleagues to swiftly pass it. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Hon. JAMES BAKER, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. RICHARD THORNBURGH, 
U.S. Attorney General, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY AND MR. ATTORNEY 
GENERAL: We are writing to express our con
cern about the problems that have arisen 
regarding the emigration and resettlement 
of Soviet refugees. 

Our major concern is that, as of the end 
of January, over 500 Soviet Jews have been 
denied refugee status in Rome, a departure 
from the longstanding U.S. practice of con
sidering all Soviet Jews to be refugees. Our 
second concern is that Soviet emigres seek
ing visas in Moscow have been told to expect 
delays of a year or more in processing their 
applications. Personnel ceilings notwith
standing, is there not a way to deal with 
this backlog so that the U.S. government 
does not replace the Soviet government as 
the obstacle to departure? 

We realize that the substantial and unex
pected increase in Soviet emigration has 
placed new strains on our agencies' ability 
to process and resettle refugees. It is ironic, 
however, that just at the time that the 
United States' human rights policies have 
met with a good deal of success, especially 
in regard to freedom of emigration from the 
Soviet Union, it is our own bureaucratic dif
ficulties that are impeding the departure, 
migration and resettlement of those the So
viets are permitting to leave. Resolution of 
these problems must be found quickly. 

The attempts being made by the State De
partment to find additional numbers and 
dollars and the initiative it took to work 
with the Office of Refugee Resettlement 
<ORR> at HHS are appreciated. We are all 
aware of the pressure created by the budget 
deficit and the need to exercise fiscal re
straint. 

It is disturbing, however, that the Depart
ment has chosen to open one door by clos
ing another. We refer to the decision to re-

allocate 6,500 refugee slots from Southeast 
Asia to the Soviet Union. This decision 
sends a very negative message to the Viet
namese government and to the families of 
thousands of Indo-Chinese people who are 
already approved for the O.rderly Departure 
Program or who are in first asylum coun
tries. 

In the spirit of bipartisanship and coop
eration, we make the following suggestions 
for dealing with these problems in the short 
term. 

First, the Refugee Act of 1980 specifies a 
procedure for dealing with unexpected in
creases in the refugee population, the emer
gency midyear consultation. We urge you to 
call for such a consultation so that the Ad· 
ministration and Congress can together de
termine the appropriate ceiling, funding 
levels and funding sources to accommodate 
the projected Soviet refugee flow in FY 
1989. The private sector is already preparing 
a major campaign to raise additional private 
funds to supplement its annual fundraising 
efforts which raise millions for the resettle
ment of Soviet Jews in this country. 

Second, there is a need for additional Im
migration and Naturalization Service offi
cers, particularly Russian speaking officers 
in Rome, to help speed up processing. Since 
this problem first arose, there has been a re
duction in waiting time for interviews with 
INS. However, additional officers could 
shorten the stay in Rome even more, at sig
nificant savings for both the federal govern
ment and the private sector agencies. 

Third, we call on the new Administration 
to reverse its departure from its longstand
ing practice of considering all Soviet Jews as 
refugees. This policy is founded on a long 
history of discrimination, anti-Semitism, 
ant-Zionism, and restricted opportunities 
for Jews in the Soviet Union. The reforms 
initiated by President Gorbachev are en
couraging, but have yet to take hold in the 
daily lives of Soviet Jews and other religious 
minorities. In fact, one byproduct of glas· 
nost is that extremist groups, including vir
ulent anti-Semites, are growing increasingly 
outspoken. The United States should not 
modify its position on such a sensitive issue 
as refugee status until real change has 
taken root in the Soviet Union. 

Our actions must not send the wrong sig
nals to freedom-loving people around the 
world. The United States has always been a 
beacon of hope to those struggling for fun
damental human rights. For years, we have 
fought for the right of Soviet citizens to 
emigrate. Time and again, our leaders have 
insisted that Soviet barriers to emigration 
are a major obstacle to improved relations 
between our two countries. 

Now, when our efforts have begun to bear 
fruit and the Soviet Union has begun to 
grant thousands of citizens long-awaited 
exit visas, we cannot be the cause of delay
ing these refugees' journey to freedom any 
longer. 

Finally, as we begin to work on the budget 
for FY 1990, we hope that we will project 
next year's refugee flow with as much accu
racy as is possible in this changing area so 
that we do not find ourselves in this very 
difficult position a year from now. While 
this may mean increases in funding, and a 
readiness on the part of all involved federal 
agencies to share the financial burden, it is 
better to budget realistically in the begin
ning than have to try to find additional 
funds late in the year. 

We appreciate your cooperation on this 
most urgent matter, and look forward to 
hearing from you as soon as possible. We 
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also look forward to meeting with represent
atives of your Administration to discuss our 
suggestions. 

Sincerely, 
Charles E. Grassley, Rudy Boschwitz, 

Frank R. Lautenberg, Alan J. Dixon, 
Bob Kasten, Carl Levin, Patrick J. 
Leahy, Herbert Kohl, Wyche Fowler, 
Jr. , Spark M. Matsunaga, Ted Stevens, 
Alfonse M. D 'Amato, Alan Cranston, 
Daniel K . Inouye, Quentin N. Burdick, 
Jeff Bingaman, Christopher J. Dodd, 
Mitch McConnell, Wendell H . Ford, 
Howard M. Metzenbaum. 

Joseph Lieberman, Conrad Burns, Rich
ard Bryan, Albert Gore, Jr., Brock 
Adams, Tom Daschle, Paul S. Sar
banes, Harry Reid, J. Bennett John
ston, Bill Bradley, Dan Coats, Tom 
Harkin, Bob Graham, Barbara A. Mi
kulski, Timothy E. Wirth, John 
McCain, Pete Wilson, Claiborne Pell, 
Larry Pressler, Arlen Specter. 

Dave Durenberger, Kent Conrad, John 
C. Danforth, Paul Simon, John F. 
Kerry, Christopher S. Bond, John 
Heinz, Bob Kerrey, John Glenn, 
Connie Mack, Ernest F. Hollings, 
Orrin G. Hatch, Joseph R. Biden, Jr.e 

• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, we 
must do something about the emer
gency which has resulted from an in
creased flow of Soviet refugees, and 
from the shortage of funds for pro
grams designed to help those refugees. 

The legislation which I am introduc
ing today with Senators KENNEDY, 
LEAHY, and others is one answer to 
this problem. This proposal provides 
necessary funding for the increased 
number of refugees both in the Do
mestic Resettlement Program and for 
the international part of the program. 
We recommend that funding for the 
program be secured by transfer from 
funds which have heretofore been 
made available for State legalization 
impact assistance grants-funding 
which the administration has recom
mended for rescission. 

Mr. President, my colleagues and I, 
while anxious to solve this problem as 
quickly as possible, are open to any 
suggestions which Members or the ad
ministration may have about how to 
proceed. I emphasize this point be
cause there are some who may have 
specific concerns with respect to the 
State legalization impact assistance 
grants. If there are better sources of 
funding, we welcome suggestions in 
that vein-however, I believe all of us 
agree that something must be done, 
and soon, to relieve the pressure cre
ated by this dramatic increase in 
Soviet refugees. 

Mr. President, even with the adop
tion of this legislation, there remains 
much to be done in this arena. Senator 
LEAHY and I, as the chairman and 
ranking member of the Foreign Oper
ations Appropriations Subcommittee 
are looking at a fiscal year 1990 budget 
request for these programs. We believe 
there will be between a $100 million 
and $150 million shortage of the funds 
needed to adequately take care of 
Indochinese, Soviet, and other refu-

gees, as well as assistance programs 
under those accounts. 

Mr. President, I want to compliment 
Senators KENNEDY and LEAHY for their 
continuing leadership on this issue 
and I look forward to working with 
them on this and related matters in 
the future. It is our hope that our col
leagues will join us in this effort by co
sponsoring this legislation.• 
•Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col
leagues, Senators KENNEDY and 
KASTEN in offering this bill to relieve a 
growing human tragedy in Rome. Un
precedented numbers of Soviet refu
gees are arriving for processing and re
settlement, and we face a serious fund
ing shortfall in helping them move on 
to their new homes. This bill will re
quire the executive branch to use up 
to $150 million in unexpended funds 
appropriated to States for immigra
tion assistance under the authoriza
tion of the Immigration Reform and 
Control Act. Without this legislation, 
the administration proposes to seek a 
recission of those unexpended funds. 

I would point out, Mr. President, 
that this measure, urgent as it is, is 
only a short term solution. After many 
years of demands by United States ad
ministrations, Republican and Demo
cratic, that the Soviet Union allow 
freedom of emigration, refugees are 
being allowed to leave the Soviet 
Union in numbers far exceeding what 
anyone anticipated a year ago. I have 
heard estimates that we could see as 
many as 40,000 or more in fiscal 1990. 
However, the administration's foreign 
operations budget request for the 
coming fiscal year seeks a funding 
level of $371 million, sufficient only to 
process and resettle 25,000 Soviet refu
gees, within an overall total of 84,000 
for refugees worldwide. 

This request is totally inadequate to 
the needs. It may be as much as $100 
to $150 million too low. I look forward 
to working with my good friend and 
ranking member of the Foreign Oper
ations Subcommittee, Senator KASTEN, 
in finding solutions to this shortfall. 

I applaud the intention of the distin
guished chairman of the Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Refugee Affairs to seek an emergency 
consultation with the administration 
on how to find sufficient immigration 
admission numbers to deal with this 
growing backlog. Several of us have 
written the administration urging 
such a consultation. 

I urge all Senators to join us in sup
port of this measure.e 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 490. A bill to amend the Occupa

tional Safety and Health Act of 1977 
to increase the civil penalties imposed 
for certain violations of such act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

INCREASING CIVIL PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN VIO· 
LATIONS OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND 
HEALTH ACT 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation, the 
OSHA Civil Penalty Inflation Adjust
ment Act of 1989, to increase the max
imum authorized civil penalties under 
the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act to account for inflation. 

Mr. President, the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act [OSHAJ was 
enacted in 1970 to assure safe and 
healthful working conditions for all 
working Americans. Yet since the 
OSHA was enacted, more than 100,000 
workers have lost their lives because 
of unsafe working conditions. Each 
year, an estimated 7,000 to 11,000 
more are killed on the job. Thousands 
of others die from the long-term ef
fects of occupational illnesses. 

The OSHA gives the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration 
[OSHAJ broad authority to establish 
health and safety standards. Under 
the law, OSHA is responsible for in
specting worksites and identifying 
unsafe practices and equipment. Those 
who violate OSHA safety and health 
standards may be prosecuted criminal
ly, or they may be assessed civil penal
ties. 

The sanction of criminal prosecu
tion, in practice, has apparently been 
an inadequate tool for protecting 
worker safety. A 1988 report by the 
House Committee on Government Op
erations found that since OSHA was 
created in 1970, there have been a 
mere 14 criminal prosecutions under 
the act and only 10 convictions. No 
one has ever spent a day in jail for vio
lating OSHA. Not surprisingly, the 
committee concluded that-

The criminal penalty provisions of the 
OSHA, as presently written and as enforced 
by OSHA, provides (sic) no deterrent to em
ployers violating the statute. 

The failure of criminal sanctions to 
deter violators highlights the impor
tance of the other available sanction
civil penalties-in protecting worker 
safety. Unlike criminal sanctions, 
OSHA can directly assess civil penal
ties without having to rely on the De
partment of Justice, whose prosecu
tional resources are severely strained. 

Civil penalties have the potential to 
provide a significant deterrent to 
those who would violate worker safety 
and health standards. However, their 
effectiveness as a deterrent has been 
severely limited because inflation has 
dramatically reduced their real value. 

In 1970, when OSHA was enacted, 
the Consumer Price Index was at 38.8. 
By December 1988, that figure had in
creased to 120.5. That's an increase of 
over 210 percent. As a result, the exist
ing civil penalties are worth less than 
one-third of their original value. 

This bill would increase all OSHA 
civil penalties to account for inflation 
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since they were originally enacted. 
Currently, violators are subject to pen
alties of up to $1,000 per violation, or 
up to $10,000 for each "willful or re
peated" violation. Under this bill, the 
$1,000 maximum would be increased to 
$3,000 and the $10,000 maximum 
would be increased to $30,000. 

In addition, the bill establishes a 
mechanism for periodically increasing 
the level of OSHA civil penalties to ac
count for inflation. Every 5 years the 
Secretary of Labor would revise the 
maximum allowable level of penalties 
to account for price increases-as 
measured by the Consumer Price 
Index-over the previous 5-year 
period. The adjusted penalty maxi
mums would be published in the Fed
eral Register at least 30 days prior to 
their effective date. 

Mr. President, maintaining the de
terrent effect of OSHA penalties is im
portant to protect worker safety. But 
it is also important to protect honest, 
law-abiding businesses. 

The fact is, meeting OSHA's require
ments for a safe workplace often in
volves a substantial investment. And 
honest businesses are making that in
vestment. Sometimes, though, their 
competitors aren't. And with weak 
sanctions, they're getting away with it. 

Mr. President, as a society, we have 
an obligation to the honest business. 
An obligation to make sure that its 
competitors can't exploit weakened 
sanctions to gain an unfair competi
tive advantage. This bill will help us 
meet that obligation. 

Mr. President, indexing OSHA pen
alties will provide another important 
benefit: it will help reduce the budget 
deficit. The Congressional Budget 
Office has estimated that the pro
posed increases could produce as much 
as $20 million annually in additional 
revenue. 

Some may argue that indexing put 
the level of worker safety sanctions on 
automatic pilot. Yet this misses the 
key point-penalties are already on 
automatic pilot-an arbitrary, unpre
dictable pilot called inflation. This bill 
will take policy off this unstable auto
matic pilot and keep it on the course 
set by Congress. 

Congress has enough to do without 
having to repeatedly reaffirm existing 
policy and maintain the value of pen
alties. Each year we struggle to adopt 
a budget and pass the necessary ap
propriations bills. Also, even if legisla
tion to adjust penalties reaches the 
Senate or House floor, a small minori
ty in the Congress-or the President
can effectively block legislation. It 
thus makes sense to ensure the main
tenance of penalty values without the 
need for repeated congressional 
action. 

The fact that OSHA penalty values 
have been allowed to deteriorate so 
substantially reflects a general govern
mentwide problem. We in Congress 

like to talk tough when we set penal
ties for violating laws. But all too 
often, once we enact penalties, we 
forget about them. They get lost in 
the thick volumes of the United States 
Code, never to be seen or heard from 
again. 

Many of these penalties are designed 
to meet important public needs: To 
keep our air and water clean, our chil
dren protected from dangerous prod
ucts, our transportation systems safe. 
The problem is that as these penalties 
sit on the shelf, inflation dramatically 
erodes their deterrent effect. 

It simply doesn't make sense that 
consumers must pay higher prices for 
everything from food to health care
but those who break the law do not. 

I will be introducing separate legisla
tion, as I have in the past, to establish 
a mechanism under which all penalties 
could be raised periodically to account 
for inflation. My bill, the Federal Civil 
Penalty Inflation Adjustment Act, 
would require the President to provide 
Congress every 5 years with a list of 
all civil penalties and the levels to 
which they should be increased for in
flation. The bill was the subject of 
hearings last February, at which time 
then Deputy OMB Director Joseph 
Wright called it "a good piece of legis
lation that should be passed." The 
AFL-CIO's Building and Construction 
Trades Department and several con
sumer and environmental groups also 
expressed support for the bill. 

The Civil Penalty Inflation Adjust
ment Act establishes a reporting 
mechanism; it does not raise penalty 
levels. However, rather than waiting 
for the comprehensive list of penalty 
adjustments that the proposal would 
require, I believe Congress should act 
promptly to increase particularly im
portant civil penalties, such as those 
that protect worker safety. 

Mr. President, the OSHA Civil Pen
alty Inflation Adjustment Act of 1989 
would bring OSHA penalties up to 
date and strengthen protections for 
our Nation's workers. It also would 
keep those protections strong in the 
future. If enacted, many lives would be 
saved-and many families would be 
spared needless grief and hardship. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill and ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 490 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
American in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CIVIL PENALTIES lo'OR VIOLATION OF 

OSHA. 

Section 17 of the Occupational Health and 
Safety Act of 1977 <29 U.S.C. 666) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "$10,000" in subsection 
<a> and inserting in lieu thereof "$30,000 <as 

adjusted in accordance with subsection 
<m»": 

(2) by striking out "$1,000" each place it 
appears in subsections (b). (c), (d), and {i) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$3,000 <as ad
justed in accordance with subsection (m))"; 
and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(m){l) The authorized fines provided in 
subsections <a>. <b>, <c>. (d), and {i) shall be 
adjusted for inflation every 5 years provided 
in this subsection. 

"(2) Not later than December 1, 1993, and 
December 1 of each fifth calendar year 
thereafter, the Secretary shall prescribe and 
publish in the Federal Register a schedule 
of maximum authorized fines that shall 
apply for violations that occur after Janu
ary 1 of the year immediately following 
such publication. 

"(3) The schedule of maximum authorized 
fines shall be prescribed by increasing the 
amounts in each of the subsections referred 
to in paragraph (1) by the cost-of-living ad
justment for the preceding 5 years. Any in
crease determined under the preceding sen
tence shall be rounded to-

" (A) in the case of penalties greater than 
$1,000 but less than or equal to $10,000, the 
nearest multiple of $1,000; 

"(B) in the case of penalties greater than 
$10,000 but less than or equal to $100,000, 
the nearest multiple of $5,000; 

"(C) in the case of penalties greater than 
$100,000 but less than or equal to $200,000, 
the nearest multiple of $10,000; 

"<D> in the case of penalties greater than 
$200,000, the nearest multiple of $25,000; 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection: 
"(A) The term 'Consumer Price Index' 

means the Consumer Price Index for all
urban consumers published by the Depart
ment of Labor. 

"(B) The term 'cost-of-living adjustment 
for the preceding 5 years' means the per
centage by which-

"{i) the Consumer Price Index for the 
month of June of the calendar year preced
ing the adjustment; exceeds 

"(ii) the Consumer Price Index for the 
month of June preceding the date on which 
the maximum authorized fine was last ad
justed.• 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution desig

nating, April 8, 1989, as "Chief Justice 
Earl Warren Day"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

CHIEF JUSTICE EARL WARREN DAY 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a resolution 
that would proclaim April 8, 1989, as 
"Chief Justice Earl Warren Day." This 
year marks the 20th anniversary of 
Chief Justice Warren's retirement 
from the Supreme Court, and it seems 
appropriate that we should take this 
opportunity to recognize the special 
contributions which he has made to 
our country. 

Chief Justice Warren was clearly 
one of the outstanding public servants 
of the 20th century. He began his re
markable career as a deputy city attor
ney for the city of Oakland, and ended 
his days in California as Governor. 
However, it was not until President 
Dwight Eisenhower tapped Earl 
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Warren for Chief Justice of the Su
preme Court that his real impact on 
the entire Nation was felt. 

Under his leadership, the Warren 
Court set the United States on a new 
course of racial equality. Chief Justice 
Warren and his colleagues presided 
over the most dramatic and important 
civil rights cases this country has ever 
known. Warren's commitment to equal 
rights was firmly set in his decision of 
Brown versus Board of Education. It 
was Earl Warren and his Court that 
ended legal discrimination in America. 
Warren was also the primary force in 
protecting the rights of the accused. 
In the case of Miranda versus Arizona, 
the Court ruled that individuals were 
innocent until proven guilty and that 
they deserved the same rights as all 
other citizens. 

On April 8 and 9, 1989, many distin
guished members of the public and 
private sectors will be meeting in San 
Francisco to honor Earl Warren on 
the 20th anniversary of his retirement 
from the Supreme Court. This com
memorative weekend will include a 
dinner where the first public screening 
of the PBS documentary, "Superchief: 
The Life and Legacy of Earl Warren" 
will be shown. Also, a symposium on 
the legacy of the Warren Court will be 
held to debate the merits of the man 
and his Court. 

Mr. President, I believe that we too 
should participate in this event by 
passing this resolution which I am in
troducing today. It's clear that Chief 
Justice Warren has made a significant 
contribution to our country by his 
service on the Court as well as in 
public office. This resolution I am in
troducing today is our statement of 
gratitude to Chief Justice Warren, and 
I urge my colleagues to support it. 
Identical legislation is being intro
duced in the House of Representatives 
today by Congressmen MATSUI and 
LOWERY. 

Mr. President I ask that the text of 
the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the Joint 
Resolution was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 69 
Whereas Chief Justice Earl Warren was a 

dedicated servant to the public for over 50 
years; 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren extended 
the principles of the Bill of Rights to every 
United States citizen; 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren strove for 
equality for the poor and underprivileged: 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren embodied 
the pursuit for equal rights for all United 
States citizens regardless of race, color, or 
creed; 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren fought for 
the promise of an equal voice in government 
for all United States citizens; 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren worked for 
the guarantee of a fair trial; and 

Whereas Chief Justice Warren committed 
himself to these ideals and began a new era 

of true equal justice under the law: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled; That April 8, 1989, is 
designated as "Chief Justice Earl Warren 
Day", and the President is authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the people of the United States to ob
serve such day with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 14, a bill to provide for a grant pro
gram to assist eligible consortia in pro
viding services to individuals with ac
quired immunodeficiency syndrome or 
AIDS-related complex. 

s. 20 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 20, a bill to amend title 
5, United States Code, to strengthen 
the protections available to Federal 
employees against prohibited person
nel practices, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 16 

s. 27 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 27, a bill to establish a f eder
ally sponsored program for the resto
ration, conservation, and management 
of Onondaga Lake in Onondaga 
County, NY, and to provide for the 
sharing of costs of such clean up, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 38 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 38, a bill to make long-term care 
insurance available to civilian Federal 
employees, and for other purposes. 

s. 134 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 134, a bill to establish 
the Congressional Scholarships for 
Science, Mathematics, and Engineer
ing, and for other purposes. 

s. 167 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. WILSON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 167, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to in
crease the tip credit, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 172 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 172, a bill to amend 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act to extend the date for 
entering into contracts under the 
Great Plains conservation program. 

s. 251 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 251, a bill to make a 
comprehensive investigation into po
tential changes to the global environ
ment and climate, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 302 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. RoTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 302, a bill to amend title 39, 
United States Code, with respect to 
the budgetary treatment of the Postal 
Service, and for other purposes. 

s. 350 

At the request of Mr. LoT'l', the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 350, a bill to repeal section 89 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
<relating to rules for coverage and ben
efits under certain employee benefit 
plans). 

s. 363 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DoMENICI], the Senator 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
HEINZ] were added as cosponsors of S. 
363, a bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, to stiff en the pen
alties for bank fraud. 

s. 369 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the name of the Senator from Colora
do [Mr. ARMSTRONG] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 369, a bill to seek the 
eradication of the worst aspects of 
poverty in developing countries by the 
year 2000. 

s. 376 

At the request of Mr. GoRE, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 376, a bill to amend the Airport 
and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 
to provide that certain noise control 
costs are included as allowable project 
costs. 

s. 391 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 391, a bill to reform the 
budget process. 

s. 395 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 395, a bill to prohibit any active 
duty, commissioned officer of the 
Armed Forces of the United States 
from serving as the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Af
fairs, and for other purposes. 
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s. 450 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMA.To] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 450, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase 
the earned income tax credit on the 
basis of family size, and for other pur
poses. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 16 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode 
Island CMr. CHAFEE], the Senator from 
Indiana CMr. COATS], the Senator from 
Mississippi CMr. CocHRAN], the Sena
tor from North Dakota CMr. CONRAD], 
the Senator from California CMr. 
CRANSTON], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from Il
linois CMr. DIXON], the Senator from 
Tennessee CMr. GORE], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], the 
Senator from Alabama CMr. HEFLIN], 
the Senator from South Carolina CMr. 
HOLLINGS], the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], the 
Senator from Connecticut CMr. LIE
BERMAN], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator 
from Arkansas CMr. PRYOR], the Sena
tor from North Carolina CMr. SAN
FORD], the Senator from Alabama CMr. 
SHELBY], the Senator from Alaska 
CMr. STEVENS], the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. WARNER], and the Senator 
from California CMr. WILSON] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 16, a joint resolution desig
nating the month of November 1989 as 
"National Alzheimer's Disease 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 25 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
CMr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 25, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
May 7, 1989, through May 14, 1989, as 
"Jewish Heritage Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 47 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho CMr. 
McCLURE], the Senator from North 
Dakota CMr. BURDICK], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], 
the Senator from North Dakota CMr. 
CONRAD], and the Senator from 
Oregon CMr. HATFIELD] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
47, a joint resolution to recognize the 
75th anniversary of the Smith-Lever 
Act of May 8, 1914, and its role in es
tablishing our Nation's system of 
State Cooperative Extension Services. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 15 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEvIN] and the Senator from 
Delaware CMr. BIDEN] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Res-

olution 15, a concurrent resolution 
concerning peace and famine relief in 
Sudan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 24 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Iowa 
CMr. HARKIN] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Resolution 24, a resolu
tion to express the sense of the Senate 
regarding future funding of Amtrak. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 16-RELATING TO THE 
RELEASE OF POLITICAL PRIS
ONERS BY THE GOVERNMENT 
OF VIETNAM 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ submitted the fol

lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was ref erred to the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 16 
Whereas, fourteen years have passed since 

the end of the Vietnam conflict; 
Whereas, despite the release of some po

litical prisoners over the past year, many 
remain imprisoned in Vietnamese reeduca
tion camps, and thousands of families do 
not know the fate of their loved ones; 

Whereas, the Socialist Republic of Viet
nam has signed an agreement with the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
ugees to assist in the reunification of fami
lies; 

Whereas, despite General Secretary 
Nguyen Van Linh's public assertion that re· 
leased prisoners who wish to leave Vietnam 
would be free to do so, only very few have 
been allowed to leave; 

Whereas, the United States has made it 
clear that it is willing to accept these prison
ers; and 

Whereas, the Vietnamese Foreign Minis
ter Nguyen Co Thach has previously accept
ed a United States proposal to discuss this 
resetttlement of Vietnamese released from 
reeducation camps: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate fthe House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
calls on the Government of Vietnam-

( 1 > to make public the names of all politi
cal prisoners held in reeducation camps; 

< 2) to release immediately all political 
prisoners still held; 

(3) to honor its commitment to allow the 
emigration of all political prisoners; and 

(4) to implement resettlement of political 
prisoners promptly and efficiently by estab
lishing a special program for processing the 
cases of those released from reeducation 
camps as was done in the case of the Ameri
can children. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 73-RELA
TIVE TO AVAILABILITY OF 
FUNDS FOR STATE LEGALIZA
TION IMPACT ASSISTANCE 
GRANTS 
Mr. KENNEDY submitted the fol

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 73 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the 

Senate that-
< 1) funds appropriated by section 

204(a)( 1) of the Immigration Reform and 
Control Act of 1986 <relating to State Legal
ization Impact Assistance Grants> should 
not be rescin<l:ed or deferred; and 

<2> every effort should be made to im
prove the efficiency and accessibility of 
such funds to assist State and local govern
ments in their efforts on behalf of newly le
galized aliens. 
e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today a resolution which 
is a brief beginning to what I believe 
will be an important initiative to help 
State and local communities cope with 
the impact of immigration. 

This resolution opposes the adminis
tration's decision to rescind funds 
made available to States in the Immi
gration Reform and Control Act of 
1986-the so-called State Legalization 
Impact Assistance Grant CSLIAG] 
Program. The President's budget rec
ommends a $600 million reduction in 
this program over the next 2 fiscal 
years. 

This grant program was an impor
tant element of the 1986 act. It was de
signed to assist States and localities 
over a 4-year period with expenses in
curred as a result of the recent immi
gration "amnesty" program. 

Mr. President, it is my intention to 
use the resolution as a starting point 
for considering any adjustments which 
may be advisable in the SLIAG Pro
gram. We developed the program as 
part of the 1986 act with little concept 
of precisely who would be legalized 
and how many. Now that the amnesty 
doors are closed and all the applica
tions are in, we have a better sense of 
the kinds of activities that should be 
supported under the SLIAG Program. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Immigration and Refugee Affairs, I 
will be exercising our oversight re
sponsibilities over the coming weeks to 
examine this and other aspects of the 
1986 act. There are a number of issues 
for the subcommittee to pursue, and it 
is my hope to complete this process 
soon. 

In the meantime, this resolution is a 
starting point. Much of substance on 
the use of these funds will likely be 
added in the days ahead. But I believe 
it is important to get the process 
going.e 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that 
the Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, in conjunction with the Sub
committee on Long-Term Care, and 
the Subcommittee on Housing and 
Consumer Interests of the House 
Select Committee on Aging, has sched
uled a joint hearing to receive testimo
ny on residential board and care facili
ties. 

The hearing will take place on 
Thursday, March 9, 1989, beginning at 
9:30 a.m. in room 628 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building in Washington, 
DC. 
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For further information, please con- weapons proliferation: The nature and 

tact Portia Mittelman, staff director of extent of the threat. 
the Senate Special Committee on The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
Aging at (202) 224-5364. out objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be allowed to meet 
during the session of the Senate 
Wednesday, March 1, 1989, at 10 a.m. 
to continue its oversight hearings on 
the problems of the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Veterans' Affairs would 
like to request unanimous consent to 
hold a hearing on the nomination of 
Edward J. Derwinski to be Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs/Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs on Wednesday, 
March 1, 1989, at 1:30 p.m. in SH-216. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the full 
committee of the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate at 9:30 a.m., March 1, 
1989, to hold a business meeting, pend
ing calendar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 1, 1989, 
at 10 a.m. to hold a closed hearing on 
intelligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, March 1, at 
9:30 a.m., to hold a hearing on chemi
cal and biological weapons prolif era
tion: The nature and extent of the 
threat, with CIA Director Webster. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet in a closed meeting 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 1, at 2 p.m., to hold 
a briefing on chemical and biological 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Communications of the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 1, 1989, at 9 a.m., to hold a 
hearing on the Federal Communica
tions Commission's proposal to replace 
rate of return regulation with the 
price cap approach. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 1, 1989, at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing on the nomination of 
William J. Bennett to be the Director 
of the National Drug Control Policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

LIMIT THE USE OF BROKERED 
DEPOSITS 

e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
on February 9, 1989, I introduced S. 
398, a bill to limit the use of federally 
insured brokered deposits by financial
ly troubled banks and savings and loan 
institutions. As I stated then, the use 
of brokered deposits, which are feder
ally insured certificates of deposit that 
are marketed nationwide by financial 
institutions through the use of a 
broker, has greatly contributed to the 
severity of this Nation's deposit insur
ance crisis. Brokered deposits, when 
used by financially unsound institu
tions, drain the FSLIC and FDIC in
surance funds, inflate banking costs, 
and encourage funds to flow to poorly 
managed institutions. 

Mr. President, it pleases me to see 
that Chairman Seidman of the FDIC, 
in testimony yesterday before the 
Senate Banking Committee, recog
nized the need to curb the use of bro
kered deposits. Chairman Seidman un
doubtedly recognizes that troubled in
stitutions frequently take excessive 
risks with their use of brokered depos
its and leave the taxpayers to suffer 
the consequences. 

In fact, Mr. President, an article in 
today's Wall Street Journal vividly 
highlights the excesses of brokered de
posits. The article states that of the 
eight thrifts currently paying the 
highest rates on 6 months, $100,000 
certificates of deposit, seven carry the 
lowest thrift-quality ranking. 

Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
article be printed in the RECORD and 
that this body join me in putting an 
end to the reckless use of brokered de
posits. 

The article follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal] 

LIMITS PLANNED ON BROKERED DEPOSITS' USE 
FDIC'S CHIEF, CRITICS CITE SUCH DEPOSITS IN 

BANKS THAT FAIL AND S&L CRISIS 
(By Paulette Thomas) 

WASHINGTON.-Banks are likely to see new 
limits placed on the use of brokered depos
its-huge deposits that gravitate toward pre
miums in market interest rates-said Wil
liam Seidman, chairman of the Federal De
posit Insurance Corp. 

Industry experts have criticized the use of 
brokered deposits for contributing to the 
chaos in the savings and loan industry. 
Some institutions use them to expand their 
deposit base exponentially in a matter of 
months, and then invest in risky, high yield
ing ventures to fund the interest on the 
$100,000 blocks of government-insured de
posits. 

In the past, brokered deposits have also 
been a serious problem for banks. "In banks 
that failed we discovered big levels of bro
kered deposits," an FDIC spokesman said. 

Mr. Seidman, during questioning before 
the Senate Banking Committee, said he ex
pects interest rates paid by banks and 
thrifts to continue climbing, because they 
are rising generally. But he said the FDIC 
will propose a rule to require banks that 
plan to expand their deposit base through 
the high-rate brokered deposits to notify 
the FDIC in advance for approval. 

Banks must currently report their level of 
brokered deposits, if they exceed 5% of de
posits, the FDIC spokesman said. 

The competition for the deposits, bro
kered by institutions such as Merrill Lynch 
& Co. and Charles Schwab & Co., continues 
to drive up rates, particularly for weak insti
tutions seeking liquidity. Of the eight 
thrifts paying the highest rates on six
month, $100,000 certificates of deposit, 
seven carry the lowest thrift-quality rank
ing, according to 100 Highest Yields, a 
weekly newsletter monitoring interest rates 
paid by financial institutions. 

The Bush administration savings-and-loan 
overhaul plan being considered in Congress 
would also give the FDIC the authority to 
restrict brokered deposits in thrifts, Mr. 
Seidman said, because the FDIC would ad
minister the thrift insurance fund. 

An announcement yesterday by Mr. Seid
man's FDIC and the thrifts' Federal Sav
ings and Loan Insurance Corp. illustrated 
that brokered deposits can be abused. The 
agencies said they received a $10.4 million 
settlement in a lawsuit against former New 
York money broker Mario Renda, who testi
fied before Congress as an expert witness in 
1984 about money brokerage. Under the set
tlement, Mr. Renda, his wife and 14 corpo
rations they controlled admitted to defraud
ing banks and pension funds. 

Aside from the $10.4 million civil settle
ment, much of it in real estate holdings, Mr. 
Renda also agreed to a $9.9 million judg
ment as restitution to the FDIC in criminal 
proceedings, the agencies said. Mr. Renda 
couldn't be reached for comment. 

Mr. Seidman also recommended three spe
cific changes in the administration plan, 
while also urging Congress to approve it as 
quickly as possible. Mr. Seidman singled 
out, for example, the bill's provision to 
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allow the president to appoint and remove 
the chairman and vice chairman of the new 
FDIC. The FDIC "could be controlled by 
the administration," he said, and become 
subject to political winds. Currently, the 
FDIC board elects the chairman, and there 
is no vice chairman. 

He also said specific limits should be im
posed on the amount of debt and other obli
gations the FDIC could issue. Mr. Seidman 
proposed a $7 billion limit, and a restriction 
against committing to more than it had re
sources to pay. The FDIC has about $6 bil
lion in obligations. He also said quarterly 
FDIC reports should be issued only to the 
Treasury, instead of other agencies as well, 
to ease paperwork requirements. 

ARCTIC COASTAL PLAIN PUBLIC 
LANDS LEASING ACT OF 1989 

e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
yesterday, Senator STEVENS and I in
troduced the Arctic Coastal Plain 
Public Lands Leasing Act of 1989. 

AUTHORIZES ENVIRONMENTALLY COMPATIBLE 
LEASING OF COASTAL PLAIN 

The purpose of the bill is reflected 
in its title. It authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior to competitively lease 
the public lands on the coastal plain of 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
for environmentally sound oil and gas 
exploration, development and produc
tion. 

ANWR IS LARGE-19 MILLION ACRES-SIZE OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Mr. President, for those Members 
who may have forgotten, the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge-ANWR-is 
located in the extreme northeast 
corner of my home State of Alaska. It 
is the Nation's second largest wildlife 
refuge: Comprised of some 19 million 
acres; 17 million acres of the refuge lie 
in the east portion of the Brooks 
Mountain Range. The remaining 2 
million acres lie on the coastal plain
between the north face of the Brooks 
Range and the Beaufort Sea. 

EIGHT MILLION ACRES OF WILDERNESS 

Nearly 45 percent of the refuge-8 
million acres-has been designated by 
Congress as wilderness. There are 
more than 7 .5 million acres of wilder
ness in the mountains and nearly 
500,000 acres in the coastal plain. 

ONE AND A HALF MILLION ACRES NOT IN 
WILDERNESS TO BE LEASED 

The only area subject to leasing by 
our legislation is the 1.5 million acres 
of the coastal plain that is not in wil
derness. The remaining 17 .5 million 
acres of the refuge would be off-limits 
to leasing. 
IDENTICAL TO S. 1217 INTRODUCED BY SENATOR 

STEVENS AND ME LAST YEAR 

The legislation we are introducing 
today is identical to S. 1217, the 
ANWR leasing bill introduced by Sen
ator STEVENS and me last year and the 
foundation for S. 2214, the ANWR 
leasing bill reported favorably by the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee in the lOOth Congress. S. 2214 
was developed after nine comprehen-

sive hearings and numerous markup 
sessions. 

The Parliamentarian has advised 
that a bill similar to S. 2214 would be 
referred to the Environment and 
Public Works Committee. Although I 
have great respect for my colleagues 
on that committee, I want to take full 
advantage of the knowledge gained 
through the Energy Committee hear
ing process last Congress. I am confi
dent that the Energy Committee, with 
its collective wisdom and experience 
on this issue, will favorably report an 
ANWR leasing bill that encourages en
vironmentally sound development, 
just as they did last year. 

Since S. 1217 was referred to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources last Congress, the bill we are 
introducing today will also be referred 
to the Energy Committee. 
ANWR LEASING HAS BEEN DEBATED FOR 15 YEARS 

The issue of leasing the coastal plain 
of ANWR has been debated for more 
than 15 years. It was a major issue 
during the years of congressional 
debate preceding passage of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Con
servation Act [ANILCAJ. Volumes of 
data on the pros and con of oil and gas 
leasing were researched, written, pre
sented, and studied during those years. 
The result? A compromise directing 
the Department of the Interior to 
study the issue for another 5 to 10 
years. 

The Department carried out its man
date for additional study and, 8 years 
after ANILCA was enacted, recom
mended to the Congress that oil and 
gas leasing be authorized on the coast
al plain. 

TIME IS RIGHT TO AUTHORIZE LEASING 

Mr. President, the truth is, we have 
studied and debated this issue long 
enough. It is now time to make the de
cision. It is time to authorize environ
mentally compatible leasing in the 
most promising oil and gas prospect in 
North America. 
LEASING OPPONENTS HAVE BEEN WRONG BEFORE 

Those opposed to environmentally 
sound leasing of the coastal plain 
belong to the same groups that, 15 to 
20 years ago, predicted dire environ
mental consequences if the Trans
Alaska pipeline were constructed. Yet 
Congress, by 1 vote in the Senate, de
cided to expeditiously move forward 
on that project. Today. TAPS carries 2 
million barrels of crude oil per day
one-quarter _of our domestic produc
tion from the North Slope of Alaska to 
Tidewater where it is loaded on tank
ers bound for the Continental United 
States. It has transported nearly 6 bil
lion barrels of crude oil over the last 
12 years. And, the predicted dire envi
ronmental disasters have not occurred. 

One should ask, Mr. President, what 
our energy security situation would be 
today, if TAPS had not been con
structed? 

ENDICOTT SHOWS ABILITY FOR 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND DEVELOPMENT 

In deciding this issue, we do not 
need to limit ourselves to estimating 
the probable impacts of oil and gas 
leasing in ANWR. We have a real life 
demonstration next door to ANWR at 
Prudhoe Bay that we can learn from. 
Last February the Endicott Field at 
Prudhoe Bay came on line as the 
ninth largest oil field in the United 
States. That field produces more than 
100,000 barrels of crude oil per day 
from two islands with a total surface 
of 55 acres. 

FULL DEVELOPMENT OF ANWR NO LARGER THAN 
DULLES AIRPORT 

Mr. President, under current tech
nology, if the entire 1 V2 million acres 
of the coastal plain were brought into 
full production-a highly unlikely 
event-the total area directly impacted 
by roads, pipelines, and facilities 
would be less than 12,500 acres. To put 
this in perspective, the entire refuge is 
four-fifths the size of the State of Vir
ginia. The Dulles International Air
port complex covers more than 10,000 
acres of Virginia countryside. Envision 
Dulles Airport as the only presence of 
man in the eastern 80 percent of Vir
ginia and you can begin to appreciate 
the minimal impact full leasing would 
have on ANWR. 
LEASING ANWR MUST BE PART OF ANY NATIONAL 

ENERGY POLICY 

We are also told that we ought to 
enact a national energy policy before 
deciding to lease ANWR. The oppo
nents of leasing in ANWR claim that 
such a policy would demonstrate that 
the potential oil and gas reserves of 
ANWR are not needed; that we can 
achieve the same amount of energy 
through other means, such as conser
vation. 

NO ENERGY POLICY CAN IGNORE FUTURE NEED 
FOR OIL AND GAS RESOURCES 

Mr. President, I have in the past and 
will continue to support the efforts to 
require and encourage conservation 
and the use of alternative energies in 
America. I also, however, support the 
environmentally sound development 
of our domestic oil and gas reserves. I 
am not robbing Peter to pay Paul, I 
am supporting a balanced energy 
policy for our country. As unsavory as 
it may seem to the environmental or
ganizations, we are a nation dependent 
on petroleum products. We are trying 
to change that; but until we do, we 
need oil and we must make realistic 
choices now to provide it in the future 
for the sake of our economic well
being and our national security. 
OIL IMPORTS NOW EXCEED DOMESTIC PRODUC

TION; EXCEED 50 PERCENT OF CONSUMPTION 

In December 1988, for the first time 
in history, the amount of oil we im-
ported exceeded 50 percent of the 
amount of oil consumed in the United 
States. If we refuse to provide supplies 
of oil from domestic sources, we will be 
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forced to depend upon foreign sources 
for greater and greater amounts of pe
troleum-perhaps as much as 60 per
cent by the mid-1990's. 

ANWR MAY OFFSET EXCESSIVE RELIANCE ON 
IMPORTED OIL 

It is inconceivable that we would 
eliminate the most promising oil and 
gas prospect in North America as an 
option before we even know the extent 
of its reserves. 
ANWR DECISION CONCERNS APPROPRIATE USE OF 

PUBLIC LANDS 

The real issue in the ANWR debate 
is not about energy policy. Any ration
al energy policy would encourage the 
sound exploration and production of 
ANWR. Nor is the issue about impact 
on the environment. Our experience at 
Prudhoe Bay, Endicott and T AP's has 
laid that issue to rest. 

Mr. President, the real issue is 
whether this H million acres of public 
lands should be opened for true multi
ple use, including environmentally sen
sitive development of potential oil and 
gas resources; or whether we should 
declare this area wilderness and prohib
it any utilization of its hydrocarbon re
sources. 

When you add up the 15 years of 
study and debate, the experience of 
Prudhoe Bay, the ever increasing rate 
of oil imports, and the 10- to 15-year 
leadtime to bring an arctic oil field 
into production, you can reach no 
other conclusion. Now is the time to 
authorize oil and gas leasing in the 
coastal plain of ANWR. 
PRESIDENT BUSH SUPPORTS ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SOUND LEASING IN ANWR 

President Bush has examined the 
merits of oil and gas leasing on the 
coastal plain of ANWR and has con
cluded that it is in our national inter
est to proceed with environmentally 
sensitive exploration and development 
of this area. I am confident that most 
of my colleagues will reach the same 
conclusion as the Senate debates this 
issue in the lOlst Congress.e 

THE EXPANDED CHILD CARE 
OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 1989 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator PAcKwoon, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, and others in 
sponsoring the Expanded Child Care 
Opportunities Act, S. 412. 

Many Members of the Senate share 
a commitment to easing the child care 
crisis affecting millions of American 
families. Senator HATCH and Senator 
Donn have also introduced child care 
bills·-the Family Earned Income Tax 
Credit Act and the Act for Better 
Child Care Services. I was pleased to 
join them in cosponsoring these bills. 

With so much dedication and so 
many creative ideas, I am confident 
that the Senate will be able to reach a 
compromise on how to address the 
child care dilemma. 

The Expanded Child Care Opportu
nities Act offers some excellent ways 
to assist low- and middle-income fami
lies. Increasing the existing child care 
tax credit would give parents direct fi
nancial assistance. This would also 
allow parents flexibility in selecting 
care for their children. Increasing 
social service block grants to the 
States to improve and expand child 
care services is also a good approach. 
This would allow each State to re
spond to its individual needs. 

I support the worthy goal of eff ec
tive child care legislation. There is per
haps no greater priority than the very 
important investment we make in the 
care and education of our children. 

I look forward to working with Sena
tors PACKWOOD and MOYNIHAN and 
others on the Labor and Finance Com
mittees on child care legislation during 
the lOlst Congress.e 

THE FAMILY EARNED INCOME 
TAX CREDIT ACT 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues, Senator 
HATCH, Senator Donn, and others in 
cosponsoring S. 450, the Family 
Earned Income Tax Credit Act of 
1989. 

Senators HATCH and Donn estab
lished themselves as leaders on the 
child care issue in the lOOth Congress. 
Both Senators offered an approach to 
easing the emerging child care crisis 
facing so many American families. 
Last year time ran out before the 
Senate was able to reach a compro
mise on the issue. 

A bipartisan commitment to devising 
effective child care legislation is evi
dent this year. I have joined Senator 
HATCH and others in cosponsoring Sen
ator Donn's act for better child care 
services. During the lOlst Congress, I 
am confident that the Senate will be 
able to craft a legislative solution to 
the child care dilemma. We must keep 
in mind that fewer than 10 percent of 
families are what was once considered 
the "typical American family," with 
the mother staying at home and the 
father working. 

In the Family Earned Income Tax 
Credit Act, Senator HATCH offers an 
excellent approach to assisting low 
and middle income families with child 
care expenses. I look forward to work
ing with Senator HATCH, Senator 
Donn, and other members of the Labor 
and Finance Committees on child care 
legislation. 

The goal of effective child care legis
lation is a worthy one. Our Nation's 
children will come of age in the 21st 
century. Our investment in their care 
and education is an investment in our 
Nation's future.e 

LEGISLATION TO CHANGE 
FREDDIE MAC'S BOARD 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of legislation which 
promotes a fundamental value of this 
Nation-home ownership. As ranking 
member of the Housing Subcommit
tee, I am pleased to join the chairman 
of this subcommittee, Senator CRAN
STON, in preserving the integrity and 
soundness of the Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation [Freddie Macl. 

In the broad discussion about the 
FSLIC crisis, a number of proposals 
are being discussed which alter the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Al
though I support the efforts of the 
Bank Board and the Treasury to re
solve this issue, I am also concerned 
about the impact that they will have 
on the governing of Freddie Mac. 

Currently, the Directors of the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank Board are the 
Board of Directors of Freddie Mac. If 
the Bank Board is eliminated or ad
justed, the Board of Directors of Fred
die Mac may be affected. Because the 
market has shown that Freddie Mac 
and Fannie Mae are invaluable tools 
for providing efficient mortgage fi
nancing, I want to be sure that the 
management of Freddie Mac is not ad
versely affected in the process of 
making adjustments for the FSLIC 
crisis. 

The Board of Directors of Freddie 
Mac must continue to enhance the 
housing mission that was initially 
given to Freddie Mac. A Board ad
versely affecting this purpose may un
dermine the management and the 
stock value of the Freddie Mac Corpo
ration. Ultimately, the home buyer 
will pay if we steer Freddie Mac off 
course. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
initiated a move to lift the restrictions 
on the Freddie Mac preferred stock in 
June 1988. Since that time, the stock 
has over tripled in value. The stock 
has been trading without restrictions 
since January. The lifting of restric
tions accomplished two purposes: It 
provided a needed boost within the in
dustry, and it broadened the owner
ship of the Freddie Mac stock. Cur
rently, only 25 percent of the stock is 
held by savings institutions. 

The broader ownership and increas
ing value of the stock are clear indica
tions that the market believes in the 
effectiveness of Freddie Mac in provid
ing an efficient source of mortgage fi
nancing. In establishing a Board of Di
rectors for Freddie Mac, we must send 
a signal to the market that builds on 
this Jaith and trust. 

The legislation that Senator CRAN
STON and I are introducing today will 
enhance the mission of Freddie Mac, 
building on the healthy competition 
which exists between Freddie Mac and 
Fannie Mae. This competition has 
been a key factor in the development 
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of an efficient mortgage financing 
system. 

Specifically, our legislation estab
lishes a new Board of Directors for 
Freddie Mac. This new Board will look 
identical to that of Fannie Mae. The 
Board will contain 18 members. Five of 
these members will be appointed by 
the President. This structure, first, 
puts Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae on 
the exact same par for competing; and 
second, sends a signal to the market 
that Freddie Mac's mission will contin
ue to be one of providing sound mort
gage financing to home buyers around 
the Nation. 

In the interim, our legislation estab
lishes a transition Board of Directors. 
This Board consists of the Chairman 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, and the Presi
dent of the Federal Home Loan Mort
gage Corporation. 

Freddie Mac has proven to be an in
tegral part of a mortgage financing 
system that ensures that the lowest 
cost mortgage credit is always accessi
ble to America's home buyers. I am 
pleased to work with Senator CRAN
STON to ensure that this institution 
continues its mission, enhancing af
fordable housing opportunities for citi
zens across the country.e 

ONONDAGA LAKE RESTORATION 
ACT, S. 27 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a cosponsor of S. 27, the On
ondaga Lake Restoration Act. 

Onondaga Lake is a 4.5-square-mile 
lake located in Syracuse. It has been 
claimed that the lake is the most pol
luted inland body of water in the 
United States. It got that way after 
decades of abuse as untreated sewage 
was discharged on a regular basis into 
the lake. Pollution in the lake is so 
bad that fish containing mercury have 
been declared by the U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration to be unfit for 
human consumption. 

It is time to restore Onondaga Lake 
to its former beauty. It is almost hard 
to believe that at the turn of the cen
tury the lake's shoreline was sprinkled 
with all the traps of a tourist spot: 
hotels, amusement parks, beaches, and 
restaurants. While there have been 
improvements to water quality by up
grading some of the waste treatment 
facilities and by the closure of the 
Allied Chemical plant, there is much 
to be done. 

The city of Syracuse is embarking 
on an ambitious project which will re
vitalize the waterfront area of the 
city. A mammoth shopping mall is cur
rently under construction on the 
banks of the lake. 

Federal funding is desperately 
needed to help in efforts to clean the 
lake. S. 27 not only authorizes these 
funds, it also establishes a lake man-

agement conference to be comprised of 
representatives of the U.S. EPA, the 
Army Corps of Engineers, the State of 
New York, Onondaga County, the city 
of Syracuse, a citizen's advisory com
mittee and a technical advisory com
mittee. This lake management com
mittee will be responsible for recom
mending a course of action to clean 
the lake and will also identify other 
sources of funding. 

The restoration of Onondaga Lake 
will surely be a centerpiece in the ef
forts to rectify the decades of abuse 
suffered by hundreds of other lakes 
across the country. Cleaning the envi
ronment should be a major priority as 
we enter the 1990's. I urge my col
leagues to act on this legislation.e 

THE TRENTON BUSINESS & PRO
FESSIONAL WOMEN'S CLUB, 
INC., CELEBRATES 75 YEARS 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to honor the Trenton Business & 
Professional Women's Club which is 
celebrating its 75th anniversary March 
10, 1989. Since its founding in 1914, it 
has strived to promote the rights of 
women in the workplace and commu
nity. It has played an active role dili
gently working with all levels of gov
ernment to set goals and make positive 
changes for women. 

The club evolved from the Phyllis 
Club of the Young Women's Christian 
Association. It was founded by Emma 
Dillion and Roselle Bucknum, individ
uals who wanted to help preserve op
portunities that had opened up for 
women by World War I; 1914 marked 
its founding and in 1916 its constitu
tion was adopted. 

In 1919 representatives of the New 
Jersey clubs founded the New Jersey 
State Federation of Business & Prof es
sional Women's Clubs. That same 
year, the Trenton club played an 
active role in forming the National 
Federation of Business and Profession
al Women. 

The women's suffrage movement in 
1920 emphasized women's awareness 
of issues and laws affecting them. The 
Trenton BPW's goal was to raise 
standards and to be a voice for work
ing women. These goals were carried 
through with efforts by the State fed
eration and the Trenton club's found
er Emma Dillion. 

The club has been a leading force in 
the struggle for equality and instru
mental in supporting women's rights. 
In 1919 it supported the first national 
survey of working women, in 1920 the 
19th amendment for women's suf
frage, in 1937 along with the State and 
national federation the equal rights 
amendment for the first time, and in 
1946 it began a political promotion 
project to support women in political 
office. 

Since its founding, Trenton BPW 
has dedicated itself to elevating stand-

ards for working women. It has done 
so by stressing areas where a signifi
cant difference could be made; in legis
lation, education, and personal 
growth. Trenton BPW continues to ac
tively participate in these areas 
through career advancement seminars, 
scholarships, and workshops. I com
mend Trenton BPW for the significant 
accomplishments achieved during its 
rich 75-year history and for continuing 
to confront the many challenges 
facing women today. 

Several members will be honored the 
evening of March 10 for 50 years serv
ice to this outstanding organization. I 
applaud Eva R. Blake of Trenton, Lil
lian Miller of Hamilton Township, 
Mary G. Roehling of Trenton, and 
Helen Higgins of Yardley, PA, who 
will receive a Lifetime Member Award. 
These individuals have dedicated 
themselves to the goals of BPW for 
half a century. They have faced many 
challenges and have seen many 
changes. 

I extend congratulations to all of 
you as you celebrate the Trenton Busi
ness & Professional Women's Club's 
diamond anniversary. May your good 
work continue for many years to 
come.e 

PAN AM 103 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
news that Pan Am flight 103 had 
crashed in Lockerbie, Scotland, sent a 
shock wave through the world's 
public. That so great a disaster could 
occur, so close to Christmastime, was 
an idea which was both deeply disturb
ing and tragic. 

For many, Pan Am 103 has become a 
memory. It is something that hap
pened. We do not know who did it, and 
we may never know. It is a chapter of 
history, and history must move on. 

But we cannot move on, we cannot 
fail to address the troubling issues 
raised by the crash. Who learned that 
a threat was made against a Pan Am 
flight originating in Frankfurt? Who 
evaluated that threat? Who was told? 
Why were others not told? How was 
such a powerful bomb smuggled on 
board an aircraft, and what prevents a 
similar bomb from being smuggled 
aboard another aircraft tomorrow? 

There are questions on a more 
human scale as well. How did the Gov
ernments of the United States and 
Great Britain assist family members 
of the victims following the crash? 
Why have no personal effects recov
ered from the crash site been returned 
to the family members? These are seri
ous questions. These are unanswered 
questions. 

Mr. President, most of us need not 
live with these questions nagging us 
day and night. We may go home to our 
families, grateful that it was not our 
loved ones who were killed in the 
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crash. Hundreds of families are not so 
lucky. As they confront their grief, 
they compel this body and other 
organs of the Government to confront 
the issues raised by the downing of 
Pan Am 103. 

The Committee on Foreign Rela
tions plans hearings on this subject, 
and I understand that other commit
tees will hold hearings as well. Hard 
questions will be asked. They will 
demand answers. 

Mr. President, I ask that a statement 
by family members of the vicitms of 
Pan Am 103 be placed in the RECORD 
immediately following my remarks. 

The statement follows: 
GENERAL STATEMENT ISSUED BY FLIGHT 103 

VICTIM FAMILY MEMBERS ATTENDING PRESS 
CONFERENCE, GRAND HYATT HOTEL, NEW 
YORK CITY, FEBRUARY 6, 1989 
We are relatives of some of those innocent 

persons murdered in this wanton attack on 
Pan Am Flight 103, the most massive terror
ist attack in history aimed at American civil
ians. During the past six difficult weeks, not 
only have we had to accept the senseless 
death of our loved ones, we were forced to 
confront the bureaucracy to have the re
mains of our loved ones returned, we have 
arranged for funerals, and attended along 
with over 160,000 others, numerous memori
al services in Syracuse, New York City, and 
Lockerbie, Scotland, and scores of other 
cities and towns in the United States. We 
have had the support and sympathy from 
grieving relatives, friends, members of our 
communities, and individual airline employ
ees. We have collectively received several 
hundred thousand cards and letters of con
dolence. The outpouring of sharing has 
been a great comfort to us. 

However, there has been one quarter from 
which the response has been utter silence. 
We have received no condolences from the 
top officials of Pan Am nor the leaders of 
our national government. Unlike the British 
Government leaders, our President, Vice 
President, Secretary of State, and Secretary 
of Transportation have not attended any of 
the memorial services that were held. Not 
even 2nd level U.S. officials have been 
present. But most disturbing to us has been 
the utter silence of our national leaders over 
the past 6 weeks. Our numerous letters are 
not answered, we see no sign of action, we 
are not being informed of any events which 
would lead to answers to the many ques
tions that remain. The question must be 
asked: Can it be that the U.S. Government 
policy is to ignore the Flight 103 bombing 
by doing little or nothing? 

In the immediate aftermath of the Flight 
103 bombing we were shocked to learn that 
the FAA <Federal Aviation Agency) had 
issued written alerts of a terrorist threat to 
bomb a Pan Am flight originating in Frank
furt during the pre-Christmas holiday 
period. These warnings had apparently been 
sent to U.S. embassies, the airline, British 
officials, and the U.S. military personnel in 
Frankfurt, however, the warning alert was 
not available to passengers or crew of Flight 
103. President Reagan when asked about 
this policy of keeping warnings, even high 
level alerts secret from the public, asserted 
that so many threats are received that to 
make them available to the public could 
stop all air traffic. The FAA's own reports, 
however, show a relatively small number of 
threats to aircraft < 400-500 per year out of 6 
million flights) and a very small number of 

high level threats <variously reported at 22 
to 24 in all of 1988). The threat to Pan Am 
flight 103 after December 5th was apparent
ly classified as such a high level threat. 
While the number of people who knew of 
the FAA terrorist alert is not known at 
present, the approximately 168 vacant seats 
on this usually crowded pre-Christmas 
flight indicates the distinct possibility that 
the alert was more widely known than has 
yet been reported. 

Both the State Department, and the 
Transportation Department promised in 
late December a "review" of the policy on 
warnings, but the policy <or lack of policy) 
apparently remains intact and nothing fur
ther has been heard of this "review." 

We believe the present defacto policy of 
issuing warnings of terrorist threats to gov
ernment agency employees while withhold
ing such alerts from the flying public and 
the flight crews is both immoral and possi
bly criminal and it must be roundly con
demned. We call on U.S. Transportation 
Secretary Skinner to disavow this FAA and 
airline policy forthwith, and to make avail
able upon request to any perspective inter
national air passenger a current summary of 
FAA alerts or reported threats to aircraft 
and to require notification of flight crews. 

The anger felt by many of us about sup
pressed warnings has been heightened by 
revelation that airline security measures 
cannot generally detect plastic bombs in the 
checked baggage. While the FAA and the 
airline have apparently known of this mas
sive security gap since 1986 and the FAA 
has ordered new equipment to detect such 
bombs, no interim measures to detect such 
bombs were undertaken, apparently for rea
sons of commercial convenience. 

Many questions need answers-How could 
warnings or alerts be suppressed when the 
FAA and airlines knew that their security 
measures were ineffective? By what right, 
and on whose authority, was the informa
tion on ineffective security measures and 
specific terrorist bomb threats kept from 
the public and flight crews? Why has the 
FAA and Pan Am still refused to institute 
effective security measures to detect plastic 
bombs in luggage compartments? <The FAA 
regulations issued on December 28, 1988 fol
lowing the Flight 103 bombing call merely 
for X-rays of all luggage, which cannot with 
current equipment detect plastic bombs.) 

We would like now to turn to some sensi
tive matters of direct concern to most rela
tives: The handling of the remains of un
identified victims and the indefinite delay in 
return of the personal effects of property. 
<Personal effects refer to very personal 
things removed from a body or found in the 
immediate vicinity of a body.) 

A funeral service was held last week in 
Scotland for a number of victims whose 
bodies had not been fully recovered or iden
tified. Unfortunately, only short notice or 
no notice was given to a number of Ameri
can next of kin. 

While family members were originally 
told in the week after the crash that person
al effects would be returned to the next of 
kin with the bodily remains, and other prop
erty would be identified and returned by 
Pan Am, Scottish authorities subsequently 
ruled that they would handle these matters. 
Scottish authorities have stated that per
sonal effects and property of Americans will 
be turned over to the U.S. State Depart
ment rather than released directly to the 
next bf kin. Despite our request, no personal 
effects or property has been returned to the 
next of kin on the grounds that these items 

may be needed in the criminal investigation 
of future criminal cases. While we appreci
ate that there may be good cause to hold 
some luggage found near the bomb blast, we 
believe the personal effects removed from 
the identified bodies should be returned to 
the victim families within the next week. 
Other victim property which is stored in a 
large factory warehouse in Lockerbie, 
should also be identified and returned. To 
date, despite several requests, no lost lug
gage forms have been sent to victim family 
members to accomplish this task. We call on 
the Scottish authorities, especially Scottish 
Home Secretary Malcolm Rifkind and the 
Scottish Lord Advocate, Lord Cameron of 
Lochbroom, to promptly authorize the re
lease of victim personal effects and expedite 
the identification and return of other prop
erty. 

In conclusion, we call on President Bush 
to act on the ideals he has championed. 
Please, Mr. President, break your silence 
and exercise your leadership to redouble the 
efforts of the Federal Government to identi
fy and apprehend the perpetrators of this, 
the worst terrorist attack in history of 
American civilians. Use your power to re
store genuine security for Americans travel
ling on American international air carriers. 
End the Government's present immoral 
policy of providing selective warnings and 
alerts to certain favored persons while keep
ing the public and airline employees whose 
lives are at risk in ignorance. 

To the Congress which will decide the 
degree to which it will investigate the Flight 
103 bombing over the next several weeks, we 
urge you to conduct a full and complete in
vestigation.e 

SAVINGS AND LOAN CRISIS 
•Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, one 
of the most serious problems we face 
today, aside from the national budget 
deficit, is the crumbling savings and 
loan industry. The one aspect of this 
crisis that concerns me the most is the 
extensive evidence of fraud and mis
conduct engaged in by savings and 
loan executives and insiders. I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to adopt 
strict enforcement measures as part of 
the comprehensive S&L crisis legisla
tion that we will undoubtedly consider 
in the near future. 

According to the General Account
ing Office, an investigative arm of 
Congress, there have been "extensive, 
repeated, and often blatant violations 
of law and regulations" among the 
failed thrifts. In many of them, there 
have been "astoundingly egregious" 
conflicts of interest, self-dealing, 
deceit and bogus accounting. The 
American people have every right to 
be incensed when they read about 
thrift executives and insiders who 
used skimmed profits to buy jets, vaca
tion homes, race horses, and jewelry, 
and to give lavish parties. 

Estimates vary on the number of 
thrift failures that have involved 
fraud. In a recent study, the House 
Government Operations subcommittee 
concluded that three-quarters of more 
than 500 S&L insolvencies appear to 
be linked to fraud and misconduct. 



March 1, 1989 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3165 
The U.S. Attorney General gives a 
more conservative estimate of 25 to 30 
percent. Either way, this situation is 
simply intolerable. The U.S. Attorney 
General further estimates that losses 
in savings and loan cases involving 
fraud and embezzlement amounted to 
over $2 billion in 1988, alone. 

It is an unfortunate fact that many 
of the illegally obtained funds have 
been spent in ways that preclude their 
recovery. That does not mean, howev
er, that we should cease efforts to vig
orously prosecute the individuals re
sponsible, if only to deter future acts 
of fraud and mismanagement. We 
cannot allow these cases to sit unpros
ecuted or to settle suits in such a fash
ion that subsequent criminal prosecu
tion is undermined. 

It may be costly to prosecute, but 
statistics from 1987 and 1988 show 
that we can, at least, recover approxi
mately $2.40 for every $1 spent in en
forcement. The more we recover, the 
less taxpayers will have to pay to bail 
out the thrifts that these irresponsible 
individuals ran into the ground. 

I sincerely hope that my colleagues 
will not lose sight of these very impor
tant facts as we consider a comprehen
sive approach to resolving the thrift 
crisis in the months ahead.• 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
RECESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until 9:15 a.m. on to
morrow, Thursday, March 2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
after the time for the two leaders 
there be a period for morning business 
not to extend beyond 9:45 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS FROM 9:45 A.M. UNTIL 12 NOON 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that at 
9:45 a.m. the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 noon tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. I further ask unan
imous consent that at 12 noon there 
be a period for morning business not 
to extend beyond 12:30 p.m., with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein for 
up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. MITCHELL. I further ask unan
imous consent that at 12:30 p.m. the 
Senate go into executive session to 

consider the nomination of Senator 
John Tower to be Secretary of De
fense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

JOINT MEETING OF THE 
CONGRESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, ear
lier today I indicated that at 10 o'clock 
a.m. on Thursday, tomorrow, there 
would be a joint meeting of Congress 
to commemorate the 200th anniversa
ry of Congress' first meeting. The 
Senate will recess at 9:45 a.m. in order 
to accommodate the joint meeting. 

Mr. President, do I understand that 
my colleague from Maine wishes time 
to speak? 

Mr. COHEN. No more than 5 min
utes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Perhaps I could 
yield to the distinguished Republican 
leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the ma

jority leader indicated what the sched
ule will be tomorrow. We will begin 
the Tower nomination at 12:30. I am 
not certain at this point how long that 
nomination may take. I assume that 
we will be in session on Friday and will 
be on the Tower nomination, if not 
completed tomorrow. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is my inten
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. Do we know how late on 
Friday? Is there any indication how 
late we might go? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I have made no de
termination on that yet, and would 
consult with the Republican leader 
before making a decision in that 
regard. 

Mr. DOLE. I think in accordance 
with the prior discussion, in the event 
that the Derwinski nomination might 
be available say late tomorrow, it 
could be taken up; if not, maybe next 
week. The only other nomination re
maining would be the nomination of 
Mr. Pickering to be Ambassador to the 
United Nations, and the majority 
leader has indicated he is prepared to 
move on that at any time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. As soon as the 
relevant committees act and the nomi
nations are cleared, we will move to 
them promptly. 

Mr. DOLE. I would just say for the 
record that we have had a number of 
discussions this afternoon, the Repub
lican members of the Armed Services 
Committee and part of the leadership, 
on the Tower nomination. I have had 
a number of discussions with the 
Chief of Staff of the White House. 
And it will be our intention to have a 
full discussion of not only the reports 

filed by both the majority and the mi
nority, but a full debate of the Tower 
nomination. And I would say, again 
hopefully, we hope to focus on the 
merits of John Tower, not the demer
its of anyone else. 

It is going to be our effort as I have 
said in the past to try to get this back 
on a bipartisan track. It is still a nomi
nation of great importance to the 
President. I met with the President 
last night. He feels strongly about it. 
He is willing to do whatever he might 
be able to do to bring about a success
ful conclusion-additional meetings 
with Senators, additional meetings 
with Senators and John Tower. What
ever the President can do he wishes to 
do because this is a matter of historic 
importance to the President. 

It is early in his term. It would be 
the first time in history that a nomi
nee was rejected at this point in a 
President's first term. 

So this is a matter of great concern 
to the President, to John Tower, to 
the Republican leadership, and I 
would say, as I have said every time I 
have stood on this floor to discuss the 
Tower nomination, that we hope the 
door is not closed on the other side. 
And we are still optimistic that there 
would be some-if not persuaded now, 
at least we are going to hold their fire, 
keep their counsel who remain uncom
mitted until we have had a chance to 
get into the discussion of the facts. 

I think that is where it is. We are 
prepared to discuss this at length or 
until we can persuade enough Sena
tors, and if we cannot, certainly we 
will let the majority leader know at 
the earliest time when we may have a 
vote but it would probably be some
time next week. That would be my 
guess. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the distin
guished Republican leader. 

Mr. President, I understand that my 
colleague, the senior Senator from 
Maine, wishes 5 minutes. 

Therefore I would like to ask unani
mous consent that the senior Senator 
from Maine, Mr. COHEN, be permitted 
to address the Senate for 5 minutes, 
and immediately upon the conclusion 
of his remarks that the Senate stand 
in recess under the previous order 
until 9:15 a.m. on tomorrow, Thurs
day, March 2, 1989. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under that understanding the Sena
tor from Maine is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

THE TOWER NOMINATION 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I shared 

in that leadership meeting with the 
minority leader this afternoon. A lot 
of questions were raised as to how we 
proceed from this point, how we bring 
the measure to the floor, and how we 



3166 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 1, 1989 
conduct our deliberations on the floor 
in the debate. 

I can only reassure my colleagues 
that we intend to have a rather vigor
ous debate because that is what is re
quired in this Chamber. Something far 
more than John Tower's nomination is 
at stake in my judgment-although it 
is important to me that he be con
firmed. What takes place here in this 
Chamber, what happens to the Senate 
as an institution, what rules are to be 
applied, what standards are to be 
raised, what compliance will be insist
ed upon, and whether it will be a 
double standard for us and those in 
the executive branch are issues that 
must be addressed. I was asked today 
whether or not there is a higher duty, 
a higher standard of behavior for 
those who serve in the executive 
branch, particularly the Secretary of 
Defense, and apparently Senator 
Tower indicated during his speech at 
the National Press Club today that he 
believed there was. 

Perhaps so. But there also ought to 
be some uniformity of conduct. There 
ought not to be a situation in which 
we can cast stones through these glass 
walls of ours at a nominee and say 
that his conduct is unbecoming, and 
that he is not worthy of support by 
either the President or indeed this 
body. 

There will be extensive debate about 
what the standards ought to be for 
our own behavior as well as that of the 
nominees for the executive branch. 

I say this by way of reference to a 
speech that John Tower gave at the 
National Press Club this afternoon. It 
is an important speech. It talks about 
substance. It deals with the most im
portant aspect of his nomination. 
That is his qualifications, his intellec
tual capability, his experience, his vast 
experience in the field of defense and 
foreign policy issues. These character
istics have been clouded by a host of 
allegations, rumors, inspired innuendo, 
false accusations, all of which have 
been reprinted or televised over the 
evening news to his great detriment. 

This speech attempts to put things 
back on track; to talk about substance, 
to talk about the kind of choices that 
are facing the Defense Department, 
and the kind of leadership that John 
Tower would hope to bring to the posi
tion of Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in full in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit No. U 
Mr. COHEN. I would like to offer a 

couple of comments about the report 
that has been filed on behalf of the 
majority. 

In my judgment, it is a very obvious 
brief for the prosecution as such. It is 
very precise in the use of language and 

remarkably vague in factual support 
of some of the allegations contained in 
the document. 

One of the issues that is most trou
bling to me is the notion that John 
Tower somehow must be disqualified 
from being Secretary of Defense be
cause of the appearance issue. I do not 
believe there is any room here for a 
double standard. In this particular 
case, I think it is very difficult for any 
Member of the U.S. Senate to disquali
fy John Tower based upon an appear
ance of conflict. We have to weigh the 
appearance against the actuality. If we 
start disqualifying people based upon 
appearance of conflict, I would re
spectfully suggest that we may have to 
disqualify most of the Members of this 
body from ever passing upon legisla
tive matters, because we have not only 
solicited but received contributions 
from the various sources over which 
we have legislative jurisdiction and 
indeed pass, on an annual basis, upon 
the merits or demerits of their respec
tive claims. I do not believe there is 
any room in this particular case for 
having a double standard, and that ap
pears to be the case. We are judging 
upon appearances of conflict as op
posed to the actual facts. 

During the course of the next day or 
several days I believe we will be able to 
make a very persuasive case that the 
chance for an appearance of a conflict 
with John Tower is much less than 
that of ourselves. There are few 
checks against our excesses and many 
against potential ones in the executive 
branch. I think we will have a great 
deal to talk about in weighing the evi
dence. 

I also want to say one other thing. 
All of the members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee-and we draw upon 
our experience-have said publicly 
that they have never seen John Tower 
under the influence, drunk, or con
ducting himself in any way that would 
bring disrespect to himself or his 
office. This is our actual experience. 
Yet, we are now asked to weigh that 
experience against something con
tained in the FBI reports. Most of the 
public does not understand what con
stitutes an FBI report. They assume it 
carries some notion of sanctity, of its 
accuracy, of truthfulness of what is 
being said in those reports, when, in 
fact, it is simply a giant vacuum clean
er that sucks in all of the information 
and statements that people make, 
whether based in fact or fiction or fan
tasy, or the product of a bizarre imagi
nation. All of this information goes 
into the FBI report. It is not digested. 
It is not scrutinized, and it is not criti
cized. It simply goes in. 

So we weigh our experience against 
allegations contained in the FBI 
report, and I think that it raises a seri
ous issue as to how we go about con
ducting confirmation hearings in the 
future. If we are going to reject a 

nominee based upon the FBI files 
rather than our own experience or 
that which is taken in open and public 
session, I think we have to seriously 
reexamine the process itself. 

That bears upon not only John 
Tower but also the future and integri
ty of the process before the U.S. 
Senate. 

EXHIBIT No. 1 
REMARKS BY JOHN TOWER BEFORE THE 
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB, MARCH 1, 1989 

I would like to speak today about prob
lems of a broad scope and long-term signifi
cance; in short I would like to talk about the 
questions that normally occupy the mind of 
a nominee for Secretary of Defense. 

It is clear that a majority of the American 
people lack confidence in the way the Pen· 
tagon is managing their defense dollars. The 
President is very concerned about this atti
tude and has charged me with restoring 
public and congressional confidence by ren
ovating the Pentagon's massive manage
ment structure and conducting a fresh 
review of our forces. 

The primary responsibility of the Secre
tary of Defense is to ensure that our mili
tary forces are prepared and the policies 
that guide them will ensure the security of 
the Nation. His advice to the President and 
his proposals to Congress need not be popu
lar, but they must be right. For in no other 
agency lies the responsibility for the securi
ty of this country and the lives of so many 
men and women serving voluntarily 
throughout the world. 

The overall military force we have 
planned for is not the force we can afford. 
It is imperative that the Secretary of De
fense wring out every ounce of efficiency he 
can find in the Department and insure that 
fewer dollars are spent wisely. It is really as 
simple as that. 

Significant and painful cuts will be made; 
cuts that are prudent-yes; cuts that do not 
endanger our security-certainly; cuts that 
reflect a thoroughly worked out strategic 
design-absolutely; but cuts that will create 
a storm of debate both inside and outside 
the Pentagon. But then we are prepared to 
face such storms. 

We all understand the current budget 
crunch. The reductions President Bush and 
I have agreed upon are both necessary and 
significant. We have already determined 
that in order to meet the Gramm-Rudman 
target, $6.3 billion will be taken from the 
fiscal year 1990 budget. These cuts come on 
top of 4 straight years of defense decline, in 
which our military budget dropped 11 per
cent in real dollars. We must make certain 
that in making these cuts, efficiencies are 
enhanced and our security insured. 

We should be proud of the significant and 
necessary resurgency of our military power 
under Ronald Reagan. I make no apology 
for my support of that effort, and I look 
back with considerable satisfaction to the 
deep bipartisan support that helped Amer
ica regain her credibility in the eyes of the 
world. 

But the 1980's are behind us. We do not 
disparage the real achievements of the 
Reagan administration when we note that 
the 1990's offer us some distinctly different 
challenges and threats-and that our re
sponse to new situations will not be to fall 
back on old ideas. 

That is why I have spent much of the past 
month in the midst of two important initia
tives mandated by President Bush. First, a 
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comprehensive review of America's national 
defense strategy; and second, the develop
ment of a plan for implementing sorely 
needed reforms of Defense Department 
Management and Procurement Practices. 

Our review of the stragetic options open 
to President Bush has gone virtually unno
ticed in the General Clamor surrounding 
my nomination. It has been in the works for 
many weeks, and it is a serious undertaking. 

Given the choices and cuts that lie before 
us, it only makes sense to begin the adminis
tration by stepping back from our current 
situation to see the world as a whole-and 
by assessing the trends and uncertainties 
that will affect global politics in the 1990's 
and beyond. Nothing would be more danger
ous than to enter into an exhaustive re
working of our budgets and programs with
out first attempting to understand the 
threats and challenges that are likely to 
shape that future world. Moreover, we 
cannot risk a dangerous mismatch between 
resources and strategy. Our review will 
insure that that does not happen. 

In assessing our strategy, we must first 
look at dominant trends. Some are encour
aging: 

Our friends and allies have grown in eco
nomic strength and self confidence. 

The Soviet Union seems to be undergoing 
unprecedented reform and has told us of a 
"new thinking" in foreign and military af
fairs. 

In Latin America and Asia, the forces of 
democracy and the free market appear to be 
boldly on the march. 

But this is not the whole picture. The 
future of Secretary General Gorbachev's re
forms is cloudy-not only because their suc
cess is in doubt, but because we cannot be 
certain what his reforms really mean for 
Soviet foreign policy until we see more con
crete action. Moreover, Libya and other hos
tile states are procuring ever more lethal 
weapons that seriously threaten world 
peace. The sobering truth is that even if the 
Soviets become less of a threat, the world 
will remain a dangerous place indeed. 

The defense strategy review has several 
aspects: 

The review will analyze how current 
trends and uncertainties affect the appro
priateness and effectiveness of our national 
defense strategy for the 1990's. It will iden
tify those elements that should continue to 
guide our strategy and those elements that 
should be reexamined. 

The review will address specific force pos
ture issues in light of the reexamined na
tional defense strategy and current budget 
constraints. The goal will be a military force 
that provides the most effective deterrent 
while offering the greatest competitive le
verage for our defense investment. 

The review will examine how arms control 
can be used to enhance our national securi
ty objectives. It will examine the basic 
premises underlying our approach to cur
rent and prospective negotiations and insure 
that they are consistent with our defense 
strategy and force posture. 

The issues that we will confront in this de
fense strategy review are some of the most 
difficult in Government. We face critical 
choices in both strategic and general pur
pose forces-ICBM modernization; SDI; the 
manning and composition of our land, air, 
and naval forces; and the mix of active and 
reserve components. We must make sound 
judgments about what national security de
mands and what budget constraints permit. 

We must also take a dispassionate look at 
our arms control policies. As we all know, 

arms control is not a disembodied program, 
but rather one vital element of national se
curity policy. We must be clear on the role 
arms control should play. Arms control 
agreements must enhance the security of 
the United States and her allies. In the 
Bush administration, arms· reductions nego
tiations will complement our overall strate
gic design, not the other way around. 

Of course, as we review our defense strate
gy and capabilities, we must remember one 
critical point. Rebuiliding our military 
strength over the past 8 years was critical to 
our foreign policy successes. And maintain
ing that strength in the 1990's will be no 
less so. It would be shortsighted indeed to 
conclude that because we now seem to face 
a more peaceful world, we can neglect a crit
ical reason for current global stability
America's military power. The world still 
holds serious threats to the free world. 
While there are hopeful signs, there is still 
more promise than performance. The chal
lenge of our strategy review is to assess how, 
with limited resources, we can preserve our 
strength, and our alliances, and meet our 
commitments around the world. 

As our defense strategy review will mold 
the forces of the decade ahead, so too will it 
frame the most immediate concern of the 
Secretary of Defense-reforming the way 
the Department does business. 

I have said plainly and repeatedly-before 
the Republican Platform Committee in July 
1988, during my time with the Bush cam
paign, in my meetings with the President 
and his key advisors, and most recently in 
my testimony to the Senate Committee
that the Defense Department must take a 
cold hard look at its Management and Pro
curement Practices. This is something to 
which the President and I assign urgent pri
ority. At the President's direction, we are 
well into an extensive management review 
of the Department. Over 2 years ago, the 
Packard Commission reported on the ways 
and means to reform our system of buying 
weapons. The President and I embrace the 
Commission's recommendations and they 
will be implemented with the utmost urgen
cy they require. 

Over the years literally mountains of 
paper and seas of ink have been given over 
to management reform reports. The Bush 
administration has no intention of adding 
yet another hollow call for change. 

The President wishes us to build on the 
best from the past, to take account of cur
rent realities and to give him by May a 
course of action for fundamental reform. 
We will detail specific actions that need to 
be taken to implement changes in four key 
areas: people and organization, defense 
planning, acquisition practices and proce
dures, and government-industry account
ability. 

We know that our system for buying 
weapons is encumbered by too many people 
and too many layers of bureaucracy. There 
must be cuts. 

We know that running the Department 
demands a highly skilled and professional 
military and civilian workforce. Here, there 
must be improvements. 

We know that the system is choked by a 
thicket of laws and unspeakably ponderous 
regulations, which cost time and money. 
Congress and the administration must ad
dress the problem. 

We know that there are buying practices 
and procedures-identified by the Packard 
Commission and a host of other experts
that can give us better weapon systems, in 
less time and for less money. We must make 
the bureaucracy dance to a different tune. 

Allegations of corruption and abuse are all 
too common fare. The public's trust in the 
Pentagon must be restored. It must be made 
crystal clear that we have zero tolerance of 
abuses and abusers. 

The Department of Defense sometimes 
moves like an arthritic turtle and can find 
the most innovative ways to maintain busi
ness as usual. That has got to stop. The de
fense bureaucracy can be reshaped, but only 
if people can be mobilized into action. Lead
ership can energize the individual initiative 
of every man and woman in the Depart
ment, and shift the course of events. 

In managing the Department, subordi
nates must have the authority and the 
backing to do their jobs effectively. They 
should be held strictly accountable for the 
results of their decisions. The issue here, of 
course, is one of competence and integrity. 
These attributes are not lacking in the Pen
tagon, and they need only be tapped by an 
aggressive and hard-nose Secretary. 

The same high standard of accountability 
should extend to the private sector as well. 
We cannot tolerate people in Government 
or industry who fail in their responsibilities 
to the men and women of our Armed 
Forces. Our military depends on nuts and 
bolts and sheet metal. We cannot be satis
fied with anything but the best. Our atti
tude must be one of zero tolerance of abuses 
of the system. The guilty will bear the full 
brunt of the law. 

These efforts cannot take second place in 
the Secretary's mind. They must sit at the 
center of his desk, they must be his day-to
day concern. I have no illusions that the 
way the Department should be handled will 
make the Secretary a universally loved indi
vidual. Popularity, as you may have gath
ered, has never been my strong suit. That in 
itself should be a powerful recommendation. 

As some of you have suggested in your 
news reports, I've spent a great deal of time 
thinking about what I might do as Secre
tary of Defense. I have shared my philoso
phy with the President; now let me address 
this larger audience. 

Secretary of Defense is a profound re
sponsibility in terms of the global scope of 
his concerns. In a narrower sense, however, 
a Secretary makes decisions that, taken to
gether, determine whether our Nation has 
the wherewithal to act when we must. De
fense decisions can have no criterion save 
the preparedness of our military forces. 
There can be no favorite weapons-only ef
fective weapons. Each service must under
stand that the Secretary of Defense is a 
person who can-and frequently does-say 
no. And under current conditions, "no" is a 
word that must slip easily off the Secre
tary's tongue. There can be no favored con
tractor-only effective and honest ones. De
fense contractors, by their performance, 
earn the responsibility-yes, the responsibil
ity-to craft America's weapons. 

A Secretary of Defense must select and 
lead top-notch subordinates to fulfill his 
mandate. Indicative of the leaders the Bush 
administration will recruit is candidate for 
our Deputy Secretary-Donald Atwood. A 
proven General Motors leader with exten
sive engineering and managerial experience, 
Mr. Atwood exemplifies the high standard 
we will demand in our defense appointees. 
And let me note that one of the things that 
recommend Don Atwood is his experience 
with defense industry. In his position, as in 
others, ignorance of the defense industry is 
no virtue. 

Ultimately, however, the Secretary of De
fense is in charge. He will be the person who 
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must ensure that the President's vision and 

sound principles are brought to bear in de-

fense decisions. He must ensure that the 

hard choices are faced, that the necessary 

cuts are made, that the necessary reforms 

are carried out. And he will accept responsi-

bility for the results of his stewardship. 

A Secretary, of course, cannot escape con- 

troversy. But if he makes sound choices, 

Congress and the American people will be 

the first to applaud. When billions had to be 

backed out of the defense budget, Frank 

Carlucci decisively cut programs and force 

structure, and Congress properly praised


him for eschewing "business as usual." 

A "business as usual" Secretary is not 

good enough. I want it said: "Tower never 

flinched." Major and expensive systems will 

not survive the defense strategy review. I 

cannot give you a "cut list" of weapons, be- 

cause such cuts should follow, not precede 

our strategy review. But in making those 

cuts, I will not succumb to the temptation 

of stretch outs and postponing the tough 

decisions. Nor w ill I assume that any 

weapon, or any force structure is, sacro- 

sanct. 

With clear policy direction and consistent


oversight, the personnel of the Defense De- 

partment should be given the chance to do 

their jobs to the best of their ability. We


have over 2 million willing, capable and 

dedicated people in the Department who, if 

given the chance, can play a major role in 

providing for a strong and fiscally sound na- 

tional defense. I intend to give them that 

opportunity-and to hold them, as I ask you 

to hold me, accountable for the results. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M. 

TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 

now stand in recess until tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate recessed at 

5:21 p.m. until tomorrow, Thursday, 

March 2, 1989, at 9:15 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 1, 1989: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES


LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, OF GEORGIA. TO BE SECRE- 

TARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ADM. JAMES D. WATKINS, U.S. NAVY. RETIRED, OF


CALIFORNIA, TO BE SECRETARY OF ENERGY.


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ROBERT MICHAEL KIMMITT, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE 

UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AF- 

FAIRS. 

MARGARET DEBARDELEBEN TUTWILER, OF ALA- 

BAMA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE.


JANET GARDNER MULLINS, OF KENTUCKY. TO BE 

AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE.


ROBERT B. ZOELLICK, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA, TO BE COUNSELOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF


STATE.


THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUB-

JECT TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND


TO REQUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY


DULY CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE.


IN THE AIR FORCE


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE 

PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE 

PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 

SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. RONALD W. YATES,            FR, U.S. AIR 

FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN 

THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE UNDER PROVISIONS 

OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES


CODE:


To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JAMES G. ANDRUS.            FR, REGU-

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. MALCOLM B. ARMSTRONG.        

    FR, REGULAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. JOHN L. BORLING,            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. STEPHEN B. CROKER,            FR.


REGULAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. GERALD A. DANIEL,            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. LAWRENCE E. DAY,            FR. REGU-

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. THOMAS E. EGGERS,            , REGU-

LAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. HOWELL M. ESTES, III,            FR,


REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. FREDERICK A. FIEDLER,            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. RICHARD E. HAWLEY.            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN E. JACKSON. JR.,            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. ARLEN D. JAMESON,            F'R, REG- 

ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JEFFREY D. KAHLA.            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. DONALD L. KAUFMAN,            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. VERNON J. KONDRA.            FR, REG- 

ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. PAUL E. LANDERS. JR..            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN D. LOGEMAN, JR.,            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. BRUCE J. LOTZBIRE,            FR, REG- 

ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. BILLY G. MCCOY,            FR. REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. BURTON R. MOORE,            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. JOHN M. NOWAK,            FR, REGU-

LAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. GARY W. O'SHAUGHNESSY,        

    FR, REGULAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. DAVID C. REED.            FR, REGULAR


AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. PETER D. ROBINSON.            FR, REG-

ULAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. RICHARD M. SCHOFIELD.            FR.


REGULAR AIR FORCE.


BRIG. GEN. JOHN D. SLINKARD,            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOSEPH K. STAPLETON.            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. KENNETH E. STATEN,            FR, 

REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM A. STUDER,            FR, REG- 

ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. ROBERT F. SWARTS,            FR, REG-

ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. SAM W. WESTBROOK, III,             FR,


REGULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. FRANK E. WILLIS.            FR, REGU- 

LAR AIR FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN


THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE IN-

DICATED, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 593.


8218,8373, AND 8374, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE:


To be major general


BRIG. GEN. DONALD F. FERRELL,            , AIR NA-

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

BRIG. GEN. CECIL W. GREENE,            , AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


BRIG. GEN. JOHN M. HAFEN,            , AIR NATION-

AL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

BRIG. GEN. JAMES R. MERCER.            , AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

BRIG. GEN. FRED D. WOMACK,            , AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


To be brigadier general


COL. GORDON M. CAMPBELL,            , AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. JAMES W. CHAPMAN,            , AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. DONALD L. COLEMAN,            . AIR NATION- 

AL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. JOSEPH E. COPENHAVER,            . AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. STEPHEN P. CORTRIGHT,            . AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. JOHN F. FLANAGAN, JR.,            , AIR NA-

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. RICHARD W. GODFREY,            , AIR NA-

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. HUGH S. HARRIS. JR.,            . AIR NATION-

AL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES.


COL. TALMADGE R. HOWELL,            , AIR NA-

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. JAMES A MELVIN. III,            . AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. RAYMOND E. MOORMAN.            , AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. SCOTT L. PHILBRICK,            , AIR NATION- 

AL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

COL. DARREL D. THOMSSEN,            . AIR NA- 

TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES. 

THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN


THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE IN-

DICATED. UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 593,


8218.8373. TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE:


To be major general


BRIG. GEN. RICHARD A. FREYTAG,            FV,


AIR FORCE RESERVE.


BRIG. GEN. ANGELO J. PERCIBALLI,            FV,


AIR FORCE RESERVE.


BRIG. GEN. JOHN D.


RIDDLE, 

           FV.


AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


BRIG. GEN. JULIO L. 

TORRES, 

           FV. 

AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


BRIG. GEN. DUANE A.


YOUNG,


           FV, 

AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


To be brigadier general


COL. LAWRENCE B. ANDERSON,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


COL. LARRIE C. BATES.            FV, AIR FORCE RE-

SERVE.


COL. JOE L. CAMPBELL.            FV, AIR FORCE RE-

SERVE.


COL. CHARLES B. CASSON,            FV, AIR FORCE


RESERVE.


COL. ROBERT T. CETOLA,            FV, AIR FORCE


RESERVE.


COL. GERALD R. CHANCELLOR,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


COL. WAYNE E. DELAWTER,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


COL. WILLIAM W. DIDLAKE, JR.,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


COL. GEORGE A. HALL,            FV. AIR FORCE RE-

SERVE.


COL. THOMAS L. NEUBERT,            FV, AIR FORCE


RESERVE.


COL. THOMAS E. PENICK, JR.,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


COL. ROBERT L. TATE,            FV, AIR FORCE RE-

SERVE.


COL. VERNON R. TATE,            FV. AIR FORCE RE-

SERVE.


COL. WILLIAM F. WILLOUGHBY,            FV, AIR


FORCE RESERVE.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINT-

MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL ON THE RETIRED


LIST PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10,


UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370:


To be general


GEN. WILLIAM L. KIRK,            FR, U.S. AIR


FORCE.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE


PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-

TION 601. TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE


PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE.


SECTION 601:


To be general


LT. GEN. MICHAEL J. DUGAN,            FR, U.S. AIR


FORCE.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE


PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. SEC-

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE


PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE,


SECTION 601:


To be lieutenant general


LT. GEN. JIMMIE V. ADAMS,            FR, U.S. AIR


FORCE.


IN THE ARMY


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED


ON THE RETIRED LIST IN GRADE INDICATED UNDER


THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE,


SECTION 1370:


To be general


GEN. JOSEPH T. PALASTRA, JR.,            . U.S.


ARMY.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR PERMA-

NENT PROMOTION IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY IN


ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE II. SECTION 2, CLAUSE 2


OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES:


IN THE ARMY


To be brigadier general


COL. JOHN EVANS HUTTON,            .


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED


ON THE RETIRED LIST IN GRADE INDICATED UNDER


THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE,


SECTION 1370:


To be lieutenant general


LT. GEN. ANDREW P. CHAMBERS.            . U.S.


ARMY.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINT-

MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED, UNDER THE PRO-

VISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION


601(A), IN CONJUNCTION WITH ASSIGNMENT TO A PO-

SITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DES-

IGNATED BY THE PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10.


UNITED STATES CODE. SECTION 601(A):


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx
xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-x...

xx...

xxx-xx...

xx...



March 1, 1989 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JOHN J. YEOSOCK,            . U.S. ARMY. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED BRIGADIER GENERALS OF 

THE MARINE CORPS FOR PROMOTION TO THE PER-

MANENT GRADE OF MAJOR GENERAL. UNDER THE


PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-

TION 624:


BOBBY G. BUTCHER. 

WILLIAM M. KEYS. 

WALTER E. BOOMER. 

JEREMIAH W. PEARSON


MATTHEW P. CAULFIELD. III. 

DONALD R. GARDNER. 

JOHN A. STUDDS. 

JOHN I. HOPKINS. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED BRIGADIER GENERAL OF


THE MARINE CORPS RESERVE FOR PROMOTION TO 

THE PERMANENT GRADE OF MAJOR GENERAL, 

UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED 

STATES CODE, SECTION 5912: 

G. RICHARD OMROD. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR ASSIGN- 

MENT AS DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR MANPOWER 

AND RESERVE AFFAIRS, UNDER TITLE 10. UNITED 

STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JOHN I. HUDSON,            /9903 USMC. 

IN THE NAVY


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE 

PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. SEC- 

TION 601. TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE 

PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. 

SECTION 601: 

To be vice admira l 

VICE ADM. RICHARD M. DUNLEAVY,            /1320. 

U.S. NAVY.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER. UNDER THE


PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. SEC-

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE 

PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 

SECTION 601: 

To be vice admira l 

VICE ADM. DIEGO E. HERNANDEZ,            /1310. 

U.S. NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE 

PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE 

PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. 

SECTION 601: 

To be vice admira l 

VICE ADM. JERRY 0. TUTTLE.            /1310, U.S.


NAVY.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER. UNDER THE


PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE


PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,


SECTION 601:


To be vice admira l 

REAR ADM. PAUL D. BUTCHER,            , U.S. 

NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE 

PROVISION OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. SEC- 

TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR- 

TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE 

PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. 

SECTION 601: 

To be vice admira l 

REAR ADM. RAYMOND P. ILG,            /1310, U.S. 

NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED REAR ADMIRAL (LOWER 

HALF) IN THE STAFF CORPS OF THE UNITED STATES 

NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMANENT GRADE 

OF REAR ADMIRAL, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10. UNITED 

STATES CODE. SECTION 624, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA- 

TIONS THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW: 

DENTAL CORPS ( 2 2 0 0 ) 

MILTON CHIPMAN CLEGG.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED REAR ADMIRALS (LOWER


HALF) IN THE STAFF CORPS OF THE UNITED STATES


NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMANENT GRADE


OF REAR ADMIRAL, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10, UNITED


STATES CODE. SECTION 624, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA-

TIONS THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW:


MEDICAL CORPS 

DANIEL B LESTAGE. DONALD FLOYD HAGEN. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

BRADY MARSHALL COLE.


FRANCIS LEONARD FILIPIAK.


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED REAR ADMIRAL (LOWER


HALF) OF THE RESERVE OF THE U.S. NAVY FOR PER- 

MANENT PROMOTION TO THE GRADE OF REAR ADMI-

RAL IN THE STAFF CORPS. AS INDICATED. PURSUANT 

TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10. UNITED STATES 

CODE. SECTION 5912: 

DENTAL CORPS OFFICER 

WILLIAM BERNARD FINAGIN. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAPTAINS IN THE STAFF 

CORPS OF THE U.S. NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE 

PERMANENT GRADE OF REAR ADMIRAL (LOWER 

HALF), PURSUANT TO TITLE 10. UNITED STATES 

CODE, SECTION 624. SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS 

THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW: 

MEDICAL CORPS


RICHARD IRA RIDENOUR. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

RAY RUPCHAND SAREERAM.


PETER ALBERT BONDI. 

WILLIAM RICHARD MORRIS.


JAMES PATRICK DAVIDSON. 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

JACK EUGENE BUFFINGTON.


IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING EUGENE R. 

ANDREOTTI, AND ENDING ROBERT D. WENDEL, 

WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 

SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD OF JANUARY 3. 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING NORMANDO 

R. NEPOMUCENO, AND ENDING JOHN S. WELDON. 

WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 

SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD OF JANUARY 3. 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RONALD J. 

BERGMAN, AND ENDING TERRY D. MARSHALL, 

WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 

SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD OF JANUARY 3. 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING VIRGINIA V. 

RENOUDET, AND ENDING DONNA C. THERIOT. WHICH 

NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND 

APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN- 

UARY 3, 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MAJOR 

THOMAS R. BECKMAN.            , AND ENDING 

MAJOR SUSAN J. AUGUSTUS.            , WHICH NOMI- 

NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANU- 

ARY 3. 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MAJOR 

SIMEON D. BATEMAN. III,            . AND ENDING 

MAJOR NANCY A. SAEGER.            . WHICH NOMI- 

NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANU- 

ARY 3, 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOHN S. 

BAXTER, AND ENDING MELINDA L. WINTERSCHEID. 

WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 

SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD OF JANUARY 3, 1989. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROGER M.


ASHLEY, AND ENDING RONALD L. MULL, WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3, 1989.


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RAWSON G.


ABERNETHY, AND ENDING THOMAS L. ZIEMANN,


WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE


SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD OF JANUARY 3, 1989.


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING PATRICK K.


ADAMS. AND ENDING ROBERT L. WHITAKER, WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3, 1989.


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MAJOR TIM-

OTHY E. BREUHL.            , AND ENDING MAJOR


CAROL M. THOMAS,            , WHICH NOMINATIONS


WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN


THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 3, 1989.


IN THE MARINE CORPS


MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF MAJOR TRUMAN


W. CRAWFORD, WHICH WAS RECEIVED BY THE


SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD OF JANUARY 3. 1989.


MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOEL M.


CHRISTY, AND ENDING DANIEL H. WILSON. WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3, 1989.


MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROBERT


A. BALLARD, AND ENDING STEPHEN C. ZIDEK, WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3. 1989.


MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CHARL-

TON P. ADAMS, AND ENDING DANIEL H. WILSON,


WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE


SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD OF JANUARY 3, 1989.


IN THE NAVY


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BENJAMIN T. PO,


AND ENDING LARRY S. GARSHA, WHICH NOMINA-

TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANU-

ARY 3, 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DANIEL M. DEL


SOBRAL, III, AND ENDING MARK M. ADAMS, WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3. 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING GREGG E. BAUER,


AND ENDING THOMAS J. PAPADIMOS, WHICH NOMI-

NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANU-

ARY 3. 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM J.


PARKER. III. AND ENDING WARD L. WITHERSPOON,


WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE


SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL


RECORD OF JANUARY 3, 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOHN BRECKA.


AND ENDING FRANK PEIFFER, WHICH NOMINATIONS


WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN


THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 3. 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RALPH ALBANESE,


AND ENDING JONATHAN L. WRIGHT, WHICH NOMINA-

TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANU-

ARY 3, 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING LAWRENCE N.


ABRAMS, AND ENDING MICHAEL E. ZWICK, WHICH


NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND


APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JAN-

UARY 3. 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CAL D. ASTRIN,


AND ENDING RUFUS M. THOMAS, JR., WHICH NOMINA-

TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF FEB-

RUARY 2, 1989.


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING SCOTT GREGORY


ABEL, AND ENDING GLEN ALAN ZURLO, WHICH NOMI-

NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF FEB-

RUARY 2. 1989.
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